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ABSTRACT
Over the last decade, there has been an increasing influx of English language
learners (ELLs) having little or no formal English language instruction coming to large
and small schools across North Dakota. Many North Dakota administrators and teachers
have had no training in how to effectively meet the needs of ELL students and their
families. The present study was designed as a follow-up to recent research suggesting
negative administrator attitudes regarding ELLs may be creating a school ethos that
transmits negative attitudes among other school personnel.
The purpose of this study was to explore North Dakota administrator
attitudes/perceptions and knowledge regarding ELL needs in their schools. A
14-question, semi-structured, open-ended survey instrument was developed to interview
16 large school and 7 small school administrators. Participants were chosen for the study
based on their participation in the “New Prairie Voices” grant program that trained
licensed inservice teachers to be ELL endorsed through the University of North Dakota.
The results of the study were analyzed and evaluated using cross interview
analysis, a positivistic qualitative research methodology. Interview data addressing
attitudes/perceptions suggested a somewhat stronger trend toward negatively held
attitudes; however, these did not appear to be conscious or intended. Interview data
addressing knowledge suggested a majority of the administrators lacked the necessary
knowledge to provide high quality educational programming for ELL students and
IX

services to their families. It appeared that most generalized special education strategies
to the ELL student groups. There was an overt resentment among the administrators that
ELL students and their families failed to understand school policies and that they did not
quickly learn to speak English. There was a strong suggestion more professional
development would be needed for administrators and other school personnel, as well as
more funding and ELL staff to adequately address ELL needs in North Dakota. It was
surprising to find that the administrators had done so little to prepare their faculties and
school communities for the changes they would face with a population of new foreign
nationals.

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
According to Berube (2000), principals and district-level administrators play a
pivotal role in supporting and overseeing high quality English Language Learner (ELL)
programs that emphasize both language development and content-area instruction for
linguistically diverse children who are not yet proficient in English. Meir’s (1995)
research supports Berube’s assertion and suggests that holding all students accountable
with high expectations produces positive student performance outcomes and overall
school success.
Along with ensuring excellence of instructional programming, Collier and
Thomas (1999) have stressed that acquisition of English is not the only need of language
minority students. Collier and Thomas indicate that administrators also need to be
knowledgeable and caring and must address the cognitive, emotional, social, and physical
development needs of these unique learners in order to serve the instructional needs of
the whole child. Baker (2001) supports this contention and adds, “The social, cultural,
and political environment in which a school works will affect the education of language
minority children at all levels” (p. 266). To be effective, then, administrators need to be
aware of the various psychological, political, cultural, and social factors that influence the
academic performance of second language students, as well as their curricular needs
(Baker, 2001; Collier & Thomas, 1999; Freeman & Freeman, 2001).
1

Within the classroom, there are a wide variety of factors that make for effective
English and content acquisition. The same is true of factors outside the classroom. There
are many different instructional models and teaching methods that can be used in ELL
education, some more effective than others, and some more feasible than others given a
school’s context (Berube, 2000). As Genesse (1999) purports, “No single approach or
program model works best in every situation. Many different approaches can be
successful when implemented well. Local conditions, choices, and innovations are
critical ingredients of success” (p. 4). ELL program model decisions, therefore, need to
be based on what will most benefit the ELL students in each school setting given the
realities of the school context. It is imperative, then, that administrators, who are
ultimately in charge of ELL programs, be familiar with the different approaches to more
fully understand what will work best in their given school situation.
In addition, administrators must be aware of state and federal requirements and
policies for the education of language minority children and must take appropriate steps
so that these requirements are met (Berube, 2000). Administrators who advocate for the
ELL students who have Limited English Proficiency (LEP), or those students who by
some standardized measure have insufficient English to succeed academically in an
English-only classroom (Lessow-Hurley, 2003), need to collaborate with the ELL
coordinator/manager (if the school district is large enough to have one) and ELL teacher
in making decisions about staffing, allocation of space, and budgeting for needed
supplies. These ELL administrators/teachers will need to assure parents that they will be
informed and advised of their child’s progress.

Administrators are also responsible for ensuring program coordination among all
disciplines. Goodlad (1984) indicated 20 years ago in his seminal text, A Place Called
School, for deep and rich learning to occur, nurturing and integrated teaching pedagogy
must be present, and he concluded that “significant improvement will come about not by
tackling these problem areas one by one, but by addressing all or most of them as a
system” (p. 271).
Finally, as schools move forward toward systemic reform, administrators will
need to break with past practices of providing ELL professional development
opportunities to only ELL staff and not for regular or special education staff. As
Verplaetse (2002) purports, staff development will be needed for all faculty and
instructional leaders, including administrators.
The National Study of School Evaluation (NSSE) has developed a comprehensive
program evaluation guide regarding ELL needs in schools (Edwards & Fitzpatrick,
2002). This NSSE comprehensive guidebook looks at how to identify indicators of
high-performing instructional and organizational systems, as well as to provide
guidelines on professional development, leadership, and community building. Effective
leaders, according to Edwards and Fitzpatrick (2002), promote quality instruction;
develop plans for improvement; use effective decision making; monitor progress; and
provide skillful stewardship so that schools are safe, efficient, and effective learning
environments for all students.
The Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) has also
provided a school administrators’ guide to standards (Buchanan, 2001). This provides an
overview of current ESL standards. It delineates ESL standards and explains how

administrators can use these standards to establish goals that measure compliance with
federal guidelines. It also assists administrators in developing goals that are aligned with
the school accreditation process to meet the requirements of ESL programming.
According to Walker (n.d.), in regard to what are some successful inclusion
models, there is no one best inclusion model for meeting the needs of every ELL student.
The following list is a summary of general characteristics made by Walker that should be
in place to increase the likelihood of success for ELL students:
1. A supportive school climate that includes both long-term and ongoing training
for staff, faculty, and parents.
2. Strong leadership from administration, faculty, and the community.
3. A learning environment developed to appropriately meet the needs of all
students.
4. Coordinated programs among and between the schools in a district.
5. Curriculum that encompasses basic instruction and higher level skills, which
builds on students’ prior knowledge, and provides several experiences in a
variety of ways to meet the needs of every student.
6. Multiple opportunities to practice skills and language use.
7. Assessments that ascertain students’ developmental needs then modify
instruction accordingly.
8. Active involvement from parents and the community in the school and its
programs.
9. Abundant planning time for the teachers, especially if bilingual/ESL teachers,
non-bilingual teachers, and/or paraprofessionals are working together.
4

10. Appropriate supplemental supplies and materials should be available and
replenished when needed.
11. Suitable native language support should be available if needed.
Rationale for the Study
The state of North Dakota currently has an acute shortage of ELL teachers and
financial resources to meet the needs of an increasingly diverse language minority
population (Walker & Rasmussen, 2003). In light of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
legislation, this is going to create unique challenges for administrators across the state, as
all schools in the state must meet the new NCLB requirements, regulations, and
accountability measures.
In addition to NCLB federal mandates, recent North Dakota legislation has
changed the Century Code in North Dakota. This new legislation, House Bill No. 1374,
added a new chapter to Title 15.1 and requires each school district to provide a program
of instruction for students who are English language learners. These ELL programs may
be provided by an individual school district or in conjunction with one or more districts
(North Dakota Century Code, Chapter 15.1-38-01, enacted on January 4, 2005, under
House Bill No. 1374).
Another new mandate in the Century Code dictates that the ELL program
establishment will be under the auspices of the superintendent of public instruction who
will be in charge of the following:
1. Appointing a state advisory committee to assist with the establishment and
administration of ELL programs and the state English language proficiency
assessment;

2.

Establishing standards for ELL programs, ensuring that ELL programs use
effective research-based methods to teach ELL students;

3.

Assisting school districts with the development and administration of ELL
programs and services; and

4.

Employing a program administrator and other necessary personnel, and
coordinating federal, state, and local funding to maximize services available to
ELL students (North Dakota Century Code, Chapter 15.1-38-02).

Yet another feature of the new North Dakota Century Code for English language
learners deals with developing individualized plans for ELL students. This mandate
states if a school district determines through assessment that a student requires ELL
services, the school district will need to convene a team to review the student’s language
and educational needs and may develop an individualized language plan and/or
recommend specialized language instruction and related services (North Dakota Century
Code, Chapter 15.1-38-03).
The NCLB and new North Dakota Century Code changes regarding ELL
programming will likely put added stress on school districts across the state, as North
Dakota is seeing more ELL students settle all across the state, including the long existing
large Native American ELL population and migrant families finding year-round
employment, companies recruiting overseas workers, and refugees who are continually
being resettled in small Midwestern cities such as Grand Forks and Fargo (Walker &
Rasmussen, 2003). Many immigrants are also moving to rural communities for
employment opportunities and a better quality of life.

According to the “New Prairie Voices” (2001) grant proposal, many school
districts in North Dakota do not have established ELL programs and/or trained staff and
are unprepared to meet the needs of these new linguistically diverse students. In addition,
the “New Prairie Voices” grant proposal indicates, because of this growing ELL
population across the state, administrators in both small and large North Dakota schools
will need staff development training to assist them in following the new federal/state
regulations of NCLB and to set up appropriate ELL programs and staff development in
their schools.
The proposed study was part of the “New Prairie Voices” project jointly
developed by the University of North Dakota (UND), the North Dakota Department of
Public Instruction (ND DPI), and the North Dakota Educational Standards and Practices
Board (ESPB). UND, ND DPI, and ESPB all expressed concern with improving learning
for ELL students and improving ELL teacher education programs in the state of North
Dakota.
According to the “New Prairie Voices” (2001) grant proposal project, which
ended in June 2005, there were three main goals:
1. Improve the quantity and quality of ELL teachers in the state of North Dakota;
2. Provide leadership development for ELL teachers so they can take active roles
in professional development work within their own school communities; and
3. Build capacity for future ELL teacher education by reviewing and revising
standards and requirements for ELL teacher education programs at the state
and university level.

There were four key components of the “New Prairie Voices” (2001) grant
proposal. A summary of these key components is:
1. Delivery of ELL graduate coursework via distance education;
2. A mentoring component for ELL resource teachers during their induction
year;
3. Professional development for schools administrators; and
4. Activities designed to develop leadership capabilities of participants to
become future leaders in the field of ELL education in the state of North
Dakota.
This dissertation study addresses the key component related to professional
development for school administrators and explores North Dakota administrator
attitudes/perceptions and knowledge regarding ELL needs in their schools. According to
Lucas. Henze, and Donato (1990), school administrators provide leadership by being
knowledgeable about recent research and practice in ELL education, by developing
structures to strengthen curriculum and instruction, and by placing a high priority on
professional development for all staff. Given the recent and increased ELL student
enrollment in North Dakota, and the fact that many school administrators and teachers are
unfamiliar with how to best educate ELL students, a stronger leadership base in ELL
professional development needs to be developed at the local and state levels. It was the
intent of the “New Prairie Voices” program grant to achieve that goal.
A major focus of this study is based on the initial research conducted in the “New
Prairie Voices” project by Dr. Anne Walker and Dr. Jill Shafer who investigated
mainstream and ELL teacher attitudes and found that one of the key factors related to
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negative mainstream teacher attitudes was lack of administrator support (Walker,
Shafer, & Iiams, 2004). Walker et al.’s research found in their qualitative data collected
from ELL teacher interviews that ELL teachers “held school administrators accountable
for the pervasiveness of negative teacher attitudes” (p. 143). Levine and Lezotte (2001)
have found similar results, noting that administrators with negative attitudes about ELL
students can create a school climate that transmits and perpetuates negative attitudes
among teachers. This study was designed as a follow-up study to ascertain administrator
attitudes/perceptions and knowledge of ELL issues in the same schools where the ELL
and mainstream teachers’ data came from for Walker et al.’s research.
Theoretical Basis of the Study
According to Berube (2000), developing quality ELL programs requires
collaboration throughout the school with the administrator and ELL coordinator/teacher
being the first among the collaborators. However, doing so may not be that easy.
Whenever changes are made within a school, there may be “resistors and devotees of the
status quo” (p. 113). This may be especially true in schools like those in North Dakota
and other low incidence states where ELL students are a new phenomenon in the
school/community and teachers and others within the school community have not been
exposed to ELL students, their families, and/or the ELL students’ unique cultural and
educational needs.
In addition to collaboration, Berube (2000) recommends high quality training for
those involved in the education of ELL students that includes the administration, ELL
staff, mainstream teachers, guidance counselors, support staff, and others who work with
ELL students and their families. Berube (2000) further contends that for this training to
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be effective, it needs to be comprehensive and ongoing rather than a one-shot training
event. Uranga (1995) also shares this position and indicates a staff development model
for a multicultural society "is not an add-on but an integral part of school life” (p. 1). As
Berube (2000) purports, schools of excellence are distinguished for their philosophical
and financial support that promote quality improvement for staff through ongoing
training. For ELL students to reach their maximum potential, the entire staff needs to be
committed to improving the learning outcomes of these students and sufficient training
needs to be provided for all stakeholders.
Clair and Adger (1999), like Berube (2000), assert and state that district leaders
and building principals must have a significant amount of knowledge about effective
teaching and learning for students, as well as for adults. They also must be
knowledgeable about current trends in effective professional development and the
education of English language learners. To make teaching and learning a priority,
administrators also must “safeguard teacher and student time, engage the entire staff in
taking responsibility for the education of ELL’s, model collegial relationships with
teachers and students, and participate actively in the learning community of the school”
(p. 3).
According to Fullan (1991), if reforms are to be successful, individuals and
groups must find meaning in the changes that are taking place. This involves finding
meaning concerning what should change and how to go about making that change.
Fullan (1991) adds, however, that resolving the problem of meaning when it involves
change is exceedingly difficult when large numbers of people are involved, as is the case
in school organizations. North Dakota schools in both small and larger school districts
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are facing significant changes, including meeting the mandates of NCLB legislation and
the influx of immigrant children. As Leithwood and Riehl (2003) contend, all of these
changes are putting increasing pressure on not only administrators, but also on students,
teachers, and district leaders to produce documented evidence of successful performance.
In an effort to answer the research questions for this study, therefore, it seemed useful to
identify change theory as the theoretical basis for this study. Change theory is discussed
and reviewed more extensively in Chapter II.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the attitudes/perceptions and knowledge
base of North Dakota small and large school district administrators regarding ELL needs
in their schools and to determine if there were similarities or differences between
administrators when making comparisons using cross-interview analysis. A qualitative
research design was used in data collection and analysis to assist in determining
administrator knowledge of ELL education as a means for ascertaining not only
prevailing attitudes/perceptions held by administrators regarding ELL needs in their
schools, but also to determine what administrators know about meeting the needs of ELL
students/parents, ELL teachers, and regular education teachers who work with ELL
students in both small and large schools in North Dakota.
Research Questions
1. What are administrators’ attitudes/perceptions about ELL students/parents,
ELL teachers, and regular education teachers who work with ELL students?

2. What do administrators know about meeting the needs of ELL
students/parents, ELL teachers, and regular education teachers who work with
ELL students?
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following terms are defined to clarify their
meaning in relation to this study of administrators’ perceptions of ELL needs in North
Dakota smaller rural and larger urban schools.
Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) is a term developed by J.
Cummins to refer to the kind of language through which students become familiar with
the oral/aural conventions of the new language. It is used for day-to-day communication
in ordinary daily conversation and takes on average six months to two years for second
language learners to master these language skills (A. B. Walker, personal
communication, April 22, 2005).
Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency Skills (CALPS) is a term developed by
J. Cummins that involves the development of more complex, academic language
proficiency required for school-related proficiency and is used in situations that do not
have many context-related clues (Lessow-Hurley, 2003). CALPS requires an average of
an additional 5-7 years beyond BICS for second language learners to acquire (Baker,
2001 ).

English Language Learner (ELL) is a preferred label by some educators, as
opposed to Limited English Proficient (LEP), and is defined as a student who by some
measure, usually a standardized proficiency test, is not proficient in English, typically
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because English is not their native language (A. B. Walker, personal communication,
April 22, 2005).
English as a Second Language (ESL) is the field of English as a second language,
with courses, classes, and programs designed for students learning English as an
additional language (Buchanan, 2001).
Language minority students are those students who have a language other than
English in their home background. This does not by itself, however, suggest a level of
English proficiency (Berube, 2000).
Large North Dakota school district refers to any school district with a K-12
population of more than 600 students.
Limited English Proficient (LEP) is the term used by the federal government to
define an ELL student and is defined in Section 9101 of Title IX of the No Child Left
Behind Act. Students are typically designated LEP based on performance on an English
language proficiency test. The NCLB definition of LEP, as found at The English
Language Learner Knowledge Base (2006) website, is any individual:
(A) who is aged 3 through 21;
(B) who is enrolled or preparing to enroll in an elementary school or secondary
school;
(C) (i) who was not born in the United States or whose native language is a
language other than English;
(ii) (I) who is a Native American or Alaska Native, or a native resident of
the outlying areas; and II) who conies from an environment where a language
other than English has had a significant impact on the individual’s level of
English language proficiency; or (iii) who is migratory, whose native
language is a language other than English, and who conies from an
environment where a language other than English is dominant; and
(D) whose difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the
English language may be sufficient to deny the individual—
(i) the ability to meet the State’s proficient level of achievement on State
assessments described in section
13

HI 1(b)(3);
(ii) the ability to successfully achieve in classrooms where the language of
instruction is English; or
(iii) the opportunity to participate fully in society, (p. 1)
National Association for Bilingual Education (NABE) is the only professional
organization at the national level devoted to representing both English language learners
and bilingual education professionals. NABE has affiliate organizations in 23 states and
represents a combined membership of over 20,000 bilingual and
English-as-a-second language teachers, administrators, paraprofessionals, university
professors and students, researchers, advocates, policymakers, and parents (National
Association for Bilingual Education, 2005).
Small North Dakota school district refers to any school district with a K-12
school population of 600 students or fewer.
Teachers o f English to Speakers o f Other Languages (TESOL) refers to the field
itself as well as the professional association. Founded in 1966, TESOL is a global
education association, headquartered in Alexandria, Virginia. “TESOL’s mission is to
develop the expertise of its members and others involved in teaching English to speakers
of other languages” (Berube, 2000, p. 190).
Assumptions
The basic assumptions of this study were as follows:
1. The respondents understood the questions asked of them and were honest and
candid in their responses.
2. The respondents had sufficient knowledge to answer the questions
meaningfully.

Delimitations
The following delimitations result from the design of the study and have been
present since its inception.
1. Sample size (e.g., 23 administrators were interviewed), as well as sample
representation (e.g., there were more large school district administrators who
were interviewed than small school district administrators; there were more
male administrators than female administrators interviewed; and all
administrators were from North Dakota), are both delimitations of the study
resulting from the study design.
2. The interviews took place over the course of one year, so some administrator
responses may have been affected if their attitudes/perceptions and/or
knowledge base have changed over the course of a year.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Changing Demographics in U.S. Schools
As demographics, social conditions, and political circumstances change,
multiculturalism in schools in America is taking on new dimensions of complexity
(Gay, 2003/2004). Domestic diversity, along with a rapidly growing influx of foreign
immigrants, has created a vast and vibrant mixture of cultural, ethnic, linguistic, and
experiential pluralism. Learning how to effectively manage such diversity in our schools
is becoming an increasingly important goal as schools move forward into the 21st
century.
According to the National Center for Education Statistics report, The Condition of
Education, 2003, the number of 5- to 24-year-olds who spoke a language other than
English at home more than doubled between the years 1979 and 1999. In 1979, 6.3
million reported speaking a language other than English at home and, in 1999, this
number increased to 13.7 million. In addition, from 1979 to 1999, the population of 5- to
24-year-olds increased by 6%. In contrast, the percentage of individuals who spoke a
language other than English at home increased by 118% and the percentage who spoke a
language other than English at home who spoke English with difficulty went up by
110%. Among foreign-bom children who spoke a language other than English at home
in 1999, the more recently the child came to the United States, the more likely the child
16

reported having difficulty speaking English. Only 49% of those who came to the United
States between 1990 and 1994 indicated they spoke English with difficulty, whereas 74%
between 1995 and 1999 indicated they spoke English with difficulty (U.S. Department of
Education, 2003).
A recent study by Marx (2002) reveals 10 major societal trends that will have a
profound impact on schools in the 21st century. One of these trends is that the United
States is rapidly becoming a nation of minorities. Marx notes, according to the 2000
U.S. census, approximately 71% of U.S. residents were white; but, by 2050, that
proportion will drop to around 53%. Similar findings by Franklin (2002) indicate,
between 1990 and 2000, the population of K-12 ELL students in U.S. public schools
doubled from 2.2 million to 4.4 million. Echoing Marx and Franklin, Short and
Echevarria (2004/2005) assert students from non-English backgrounds represent the
fastest growing subset of the K-12 population. Marx contends, “Providing equal
opportunity and closing the achievement gap among students of various groups is among
the most demanding issues facing schools” and this challenge will be “multiplied
exponentially” by the “move toward standards and high-stakes testing” (p. 3).
ELL Student Diversity
To make the changing demographics in American schools even more
complicated, English language learners have diverse backgrounds, languages, and
education profiles. Crawford (2004) indicates, “This is a highly diverse population in
terms of socioeconomic status, linguistic and cultural background, level of English
proficiency, amount of prior education, and instructional program experience” (p. 3).
Teachers and administrators do ELLs a disservice by assuming they are all alike based on
17

their limited English proficiency (Short & Echevarria, 2004/2005). In other words, when
ELL students enter American schools, they are not a homogeneous group. They enter
American schools at different ages; at different times of the year; with a variety of
abilities, languages, cultures, and experiences with school; and economic and social
power (Clair & Adger, 1999). For example, some students come to school reading and
writing above grade level in their native language. Some come to school highly
motivated to learn because they have strong family support or an innate drive to succeed.
Yet, others come to school with poor motivation to learn and/or previously negative
school experiences. Others come from impoverished backgrounds with very little
exposure to school and have poorly developed language skills in their first language or
native tongue. Some have even had to learn at least one other language before moving to
America because of being placed in refugee camps or other countries before being
transferred to or moving to the United States. All of the preceding factors can and do
affect the ease with which ELL students “acquire English proficiency in both the
academic and conversational realms” (Short & Echevarria, 2004/2005, p. 10).
To complicate the educational issues related to ELLs even further, Crawford
(2004) notes the ELL subgroup is a highly fluid population. In other words, some ELL
newcomers enter American schools, often speaking little or no English, while others
leave ELL programs and are reclassified as fully proficient in English when they reach a
common exit criterion of the 36th percentile in reading/language arts (Crawford, 2004);
however, these same students may still not be fully competent in their English
conversational or academic skills to be successful in school. To confound this issue, exit
criterion may vary from one school district to another. According to a printout from the
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Office for Civil Rights (n.d.), to determine whether or not a child is ready to exit from
ELL services, “a district must consider such factors as the students7ability to keep up
with their non-ELL peers in the regular education program and their ability to participate
fully without the use of adapted or simplified English material” (p. 1). Exit criterion
must also include an objective measure of a student’s ability to read, write, speak, and
comprehend English.
No Child Left Behind Mandates
Regarding ELL Instruction
According to Secretary Rod Paige, in a desktop reference developed by the U.S.
Department of Education (2002), the NCLB Act requires that teachers of ESL programs
must be certified as English language proficient, and the language instruction curricula
used to teach limited English proficient children need to be tied to scientifically based
research and demonstrated to be effective. The NCLB Act does allow local school
districts to have flexibility to choose the method of instruction to teach ELL students, but
indicates 95% of these funds must be used for grants at the local level for ELL students.
States must also establish standards and benchmarks for raising the level of English
language proficiency and meeting challenging state academic standards for ELL students
that are aligned with state standards. Annual achievement objectives for ELL students
must relate gains in English proficiency and meet challenging state academic standards
that are aligned with Title I achievement standards. Finally, the NCLB Act empowers
parents of ELL students. Under NCLB, parents must be notified by the local education
agency concerning why their child needs a specialized language instruction program.
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Parents also have the right to choose among instructional programs if more than one
program is offered and have the right to remove their child from an ELL program.
In addition, the NCLB Act requires reading and language arts assessments of ELL
children in English for any ELL student who has been in the United States (excluding
Puerto Rico) for three or more consecutive years. States must also hold subgrantees
accountable for making adequate yearly progress as described by Title I and for meeting
all annual achievement objectives (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).
According to the U.S. Department of Education (2002), state education agencies
must do the following:
1. Award subgrants to improve the education of limited English proficient children.
2. Approve subgrantees’ evaluation measures.
3. Develop annual measurable achievement objectives for limited English proficient
children.
4. Hold subgrantees accountable for meeting annual measurable achievement
objectives and for making adequate yearly progress.
5. Require subgrantees failing to make appropriate adequate yearly progress to
develop an improvement plan and require sanctions if subgrantees fail to meet the
annual measurable achievement objectives for four consecutive years.
6. Report to the U.S. Department of Education on program activities, and on the
effectiveness of the program in improving the education provided to children who
are limited English proficient, (p. 93)
North Dakota Demographics, NCLB, and ELL Issues
In North Dakota, the ELL population has rapidly increased over the last decade
and these students are being dispersed all across the state in districts that typically have
no resources in place for these students (A. B. Walker, personal communication, January
10, 2003). According to the “New Prairie Voices” grant proposal (2001), new immigrant
children who have been in this country no more than three years have increased over
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100% in North Dakota in the last five years. This number is expected to increase at a rate
of 10% a year in the near future.
Under NCLB formula grants, every state in the nation is to receive a minimum of
$500,000 to serve ELL students. North Dakota, along with South Dakota and Montana,
are considered minimum award states even though the influx of ELL students in these
states has increased at a rapid rate (Walker & Rasmussen, 2003). In addition, the NCLB
regulations stipulate that only schools that enroll more than 100 ELL students are eligible
for the new formula grants; however, North Dakota has reduced this number to 50
because many smaller districts have fewer than 100 ELL students. In many of the school
districts that were used in this study, the number of ELL students was significantly lower
than 50 with some schools having as few as three students.
A major problem with the NCLB formula in low incidence states like North
Dakota is the fact these states actually received more funding under the old Title VII
Bilingual Education Program (Walker & Rasmussen, 2003). In other words. North
Dakota has more ELL students coming into the state and less money to work with to meet
their needs. Another problem is that many administrators in North Dakota are not fully
trained in the new NCLB guidelines for ELL programs and likely do not work in districts
with the financial resources or trained staff to meet ELL student needs in their schools.
Berube (2000) supports Walker and Rasmussen’s statements and suggests the
issues presented in educating ELL students in rural and small urban communities are, in
many respects, far greater challenges than what high incidence urban schools face. These
challenges are as follows:
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1. Growth in numbers is accelerating from rural and small urban schools at a rate
greater than in larger urban schools.
2. Rural schools are more likely to lack qualified, experienced ESL teachers and
to find that costs for teacher training are prohibitive, given their distances
from universities.
3. Rural schools are less likely to have a formal policy for effectively
accommodating their ELL students.
4. Rural and small urban schools that are characteristically homogenous are less
likely to incorporate pedagogical approaches that are more reflective of the
diversity experienced in larger school systems.
5. There are few if any nationally well-known ESL program models transferable
to rural or small urban schools that would help gauge accountability, (p. 11)
Thus, the problems with developing effective ELL programs in smaller schools like those
found in North Dakota may actually be more complex and complicated simply because
the fiscal needs and ELL student populations are, in many ways, far different than what is
encountered in the larger, urban schools where there are larger concentrations of
homogenous ELL student groups and resources are more abundant.
In a recent forum on ideas to improve the NCLB accountability provisions for
students with disabilities and ELLs, James Crawford (2004), the executive director of the
National Association for Bilingual Education (NABE), reports just two years after its
inception, NCLB’s approach to accountability is “overly rigid, punitive, unscientific, and
likely to do more harm than good for the students who are now being left behind.
Nowhere is this more true than in the case of English language learners (ELLs)” (p. 1).
He adds NCLB does very little to address the most daunting obstacles to ELLs reaching
higher levels of achievement. That is, NCLB does not address resource inequities, the
critical shortages of trained ELL teachers, inadequate instructional materials, substandard
school facilities, and poorly designed instructional programs. Crawford goes on to state
NCLB is clearly failing to meet its goals, especially those related to ELLs, because it has
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set arbitrary and unrealistic targets for student achievement and, therefore, this type of
accountability cannot distinguish between schools that are doing a poor job of teaching
ELL students and those that are making improvements. He further asserts “virtually all
schools serving ELLs are destined to be branded failures,” thus NCLB's seemingly
“misguided accountability system means no accountability at all” (p. 2).
In a similar vein, the National Education Association (NEA) published, in January
2004, 10 changes needed to improve NCLB, some of which address the problems with
NCLB and ELL issues (National Education Association, 2004). One of these changes
deals specifically with assessment of ELLs. NEA recommended that more flexibility and
more reasonable rules are needed for assessing ELL students. Under the initial NCLB
guidelines, a newly arrived ELL student immigrating to the United States was required to
take the reading and math tests even if that student had only been in the United States for
one day. NEA proposed to exempt students from testing until they had been in the
United States for one full year. In addition, NEA requested, since standardized tests are
not available in the multitude of languages spoken by ELLs, that each state should be
given the option to exempt ELL scores from Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) reports
until these students have been in the United States for three years; however, these same
students would still be required to take the tests and still be counted in the ELL subgroup.
NEA’s reasoning behind this request was the impossibility of the ELL subgroup ever
reaching 100% proficiency level in reading and English, since part of the criteria for
being in the ELL group is not being proficient in English.
On February 10, 2004, Secretary Paige announced new policies that implement
parts of the initial NEA proposal, including states being allowed to exempt ELLs from
23

the reading test if they have been in the United States for less than one year and states
being allowed to count exited ELL students in the ELL subgroup for up to two years
(National Education Association, 2004). The new policy does not exempt ELL students
from taking the math portion of the test; however, Garcia (2001) warns of a
seldom-recognized linguistic dimension of math tests, as well, which limits the ability of
ELLs to fully demonstrate content knowledge and understanding.
Educational Issues Facing ELL Students
According to Danielson (2002), educators and the public have finally begun to
take seriously what has been known for many years: “that average student achievement
masks significant differences in learning among different groups of students” (p. viii).
For instance, Hakuta’s 1999 research on California’s 1998 Stanford-9 achievement
found, when these results are disaggregated, students of color consistently score lower
than white students. Other research data clearly document that ELL students consistently
are the lowest achieving of all students (Quezada, Wiley, & Ramirez, 1999/2000).
Quezada et al. (1999/2000) suggest the persistence of serious inequities in the
performance of ELL students, speakers of standard English as a standard dialect, and
other students at risk of failure continues to be a major issue for contemporary literacy
reform efforts. Furthermore, Quezada et al. purport that reform initiatives have likely
been unsuccessful up to this point because current “programs ignore a basic premise of
learning theory—that instruction needs to recognize that students learn more when they
make connections with content” (p. 59).
Valdes (2001) found that education programs for language minority students
frequently offer instruction primarily focused on “survival” English that directly channels
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immigrant/minority students into lower track classes and ultimately into lower paying
jobs. Valdes further argues that school programs aimed at immigrant/minority students
seldom are based on an ethical understanding of how education is related to broader
social and cultural relations, even though there may be rhetoric of equality and
opportunity and a claim to prepare these students for academic success.
According to Valdes (2001), administrators often see ELL students’ low
standardized test scores in reading and language arts and assume it is an indication for the
need for more ESL instruction as opposed to the need for more instruction in reading,
spelling, and in working with academic language. This problem is confounded by
mainstream teachers who know little about the process of second language acquisition
who believe that more instruction in traditional grammar in ESL classes will help ELL
students eliminate their language errors.
Policymakers frequently call for sheltered English immersion instruction for ELL
students (Quezada et al., 1999/2000). According to Krashen (1997), sheltered English
immersion is an English language acquisition process in which nearly all of the
classroom instruction is in English but with curriculum and presentation designed for
children who are learning the language. Books and instructional materials are in English
and all reading, writing, and subject matter are taught in English. In other words,
children in sheltered English immersion programs learn to read and write solely in
English, not their first language. Yet, many find this approach problematic because it
leads to academic deficits (Quezada et al., 1999/2000). For example, a 7th grade ELL
student who scores at the 4th grade reading level on a standardized test would need to
increase 1.6 grade levels each year to catch up with their native English-speaking peers
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who only need to achieve one grade level annually. In the meantime, the ELL student
loses academic ground because the focus of their instruction is on improving English
reading skills and not on content acquisition.
Yet another concern is recent research that shows ELL students, when compared
with native language speakers, have higher dropout rates (Short & Echevarria,
2004/2005; Wark, 2000). Wark (2000) indicates that ELL students face a significantly
higher risk of high school dropout, with 75% of the students profiled in Dr. David Watt
and Dr. Hetty Roessing’s eight-year study out of the University of Calgary failing to
graduate from high school. Wark concludes Watt and Roessing’s study highlights the
need for ELL students to be given more time to develop sufficient English proficiency
within the context of an ELL program before being mainstreamed and also to fulfill high
school graduation requirements.
According to Short and Echevarria (2004/2005), another variable that affects
English language learners’ academic learning is the quality of instruction they receive.
Although the No Child Left Behind mandate calls for highly qualified teachers in every
core academic classroom by 2006, Short and Echevarria indicate very few states require
any specific training or background in second language acquisition, ESL methods, or
cross-cultural communication.
Berube (2000) notes it is common, especially in smaller, rural schools, to see
teachers with no training in ESL working with ELL students. Hiring qualified,
credentialed ESL personnel, however, is the law based on the Office for Civil Rights
(OCR) policy statement from 1991. The OCR policy states LEP students should not be
relegated to “second-class status by indefinitely allowing teachers without formal
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qualifications to teach them while requiring teachers of non-LEP students to need formal
qualifications” (Office for Civil Rights, 1991, p. 4).
In summary, a large number of language minority students are entering American
schools where administrators and teachers/staff are unprepared to meet the ELL students'
unique and challenging needs, and confusion and disagreement exist across the country
as how to best educate these students. The push for accountability under the NCLB Act
compounds this problem and dictates that ELL students meet the same standards and take
the same standardized assessments as native English-speaking students, in spite of the
fact that ELL students typically do not have access to the same types of instruction that
would prepare them to meet the standards (Quezada et ah, 1999/2000).
The magnitude of this problem has enormous ramifications for the future.
Students who are lacking in academic content knowledge and/or have limited English
will likely have difficulty in America’s fast-paced, rapidly changing workforce for the
future. This could, ultimately, result in lowered economic growth and higher levels of
poverty and people on welfare in the future.
Identification of Language Minority Students
School districts usually begin the process of figuring out which students need help
learning English by identifying language minority students. Language minority students
are those who have a language other than English in their home background
(Lessow-Hurley, 2003). A limited English proficient (LEP) student is one who by some
measure, often a standardized proficiency test, has insufficient English to succeed
academically in an English-only classroom. Some educators, however, prefer the term
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English language learner (ELL) because the LEP label is based on a deficiency model,
labeling students by what they cannot do rather than what they can do.
Schooling appears to require certain kinds of language proficiency because it is a
highly specialized context (Lessow-Hurley, 2003). According to Cummins (as cited in
Lessow-Hurley, 2003), significant differences exist between everyday conversational
language and academic language. Cummins suggests that school-related tasks require
school-related proficiency, which he has labeled Cognitive Academic Language
Proficiency Skills or CALPS. According to Cummins, CALPS is the type of language
used in situations that do not have many context-related clues. In contrast to CALPS,
Cummins defines another type of language that is used for everyday communication,
Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS). In day-to-day communication, or
BICS, meaning is often extracted from the situation or context, which gives numerous
clues. Cummins found in his 1979 research that everyday conversational BICS language
could be acquired in two years while the more complex language abilities needed to cope
with the curriculum, CALPS, could take up to five to seven years or more to develop
(Baker, 2001).
Academic experiences and activities at every educational level are generally more
abstract and lacking in context clues than day-to-day, real-life communication; thus, they
present difficulties for students who have not developed academic language skills, or
CALPS. As a result, children who have good playground English are often judged as
proficient in English even though they may not be able to handle the demands of
schooling in their new language (Lessow-Hurley, 2003).
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Myths and Misconceptions Regarding
Second Language Learning
Besides ELL students not having access to the same kinds of curriculum as other
students to meet current standards, lack of understanding and limited training of teachers
and administrators can perpetuate myths and misconceptions about how to teach ELL
students to reach their maximum potential in American schools. McLaughlin (1992)
delineates five myths and misconceptions held by teachers and likely other professionals
in the school setting about second language acquisition. He asserts it is important to
dispel these myths and misconceptions so teachers and other school personnel can more
effectively meet the needs of the diverse students they are encountering in their
classrooms, especially those who have not worked with diverse students in the past.
McCloskey (2002) estimates that as many as 45% of mainstream teachers
currently have ELLs in their classrooms; however, only about 12% of K-12 teachers have
training in working with ELLs. As McLaughlin (1992) points out, this can create
frustration, misunderstanding, unrealistic expectations, and “an inaccurate understanding
of the process of second language learning and its relationship to acquiring other
academic skills and knowledge” (p. 1).
The first myth McLaughlin (1992) discusses is that children learn second
languages faster than adults and with much more ease. This myth is based on a
hypothesis that suggests there is a critical period for language development; if this critical
period is missed in childhood, it will be much more difficult for older students or adults
to acquire the second language. Experimental research by Asher and Price (1967, as
cited in McLaughlin, 1992), however, in which children are compared to adults in second
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language learning, consistently demonstrated that adolescents and adults performed better
than young children under controlled conditions. Other research by Snow and
Hoefnagel-Hoehle (1978, as cited in McLaughlin, 1992) found similar results when
comparing children and adults who come in as immigrants learning second languages and
also did not support the idea that children are more efficient at second language learning
at a younger age. Baker’s (2001) synthesis of the research supports the notion that while
there are no critical periods of language learning, there do appear to be “advantageous
periods” in early childhood and when children are in school, but he goes on to state,
“Many successful adult second language learners show that increasing age is not a
disadvantage” and that older learners show “a similar development sequence in learning a
second language” (p. 107).
McLaughlin (1992) notes two implications of teachers thinking younger children
can learn a second language quicker and faster than older students or adults. One
implication could be unrealistic expectations for younger ELL students to learn English
faster in the classroom context. Another implication is teachers not being aware of
different cultural backgrounds and assuming younger ELLs do not feel uncomfortable or
anxious when they are attempting to use the new language in the learning process.
Therefore, teachers need to keep their expectations for younger ELL students’ progress
realistic, as well as be sensitive to these students’ feelings and be aware of cultural
differences about using the new language in the academic setting.
The second myth or misconception concerns the optimal age when a second
language should be learned (McLauglin, 1992). Some perceive the earlier one begins
learning a second language, the better. McLaughlin’s review of the literature, however, a
30

study conducted by Stern, Burtall, and Harley (1975, as cited in McLaughlin, 1992) of
17, 000 British school-aged children learning French, suggests that older children are
better second language learners than younger ones based on second language proficiency
tests. McLaughlin notes similar results have been found in studies conducted in other
European countries, as well as Canada. Contrary to popular belief, then,
research suggests that younger children do not necessarily have an advantage over
older children and, because of their cognitive and experiential limitations when
compared to older children, are actually at a disadvantage in how quickly they
learn a second language—other things being equal. (McLaughlin, 1992, p. 4)
Gunter (1996) adds, as is often the case with ELL students in the United States, “If
younger children’s cognitive and linguistic development is disrupted while they begin
learning a second language, they may not have the skills necessary when faced with more
complex language demands” (p. 2).
As with the first myth, the second myth requires teachers to be cognizant that just
because some ELL children are younger does not mean they are going to be more adept
at learning a second language and, in fact, may be at a disadvantage. In addition, there is
a suggestion, at least in the American context, that language minority children not only
need to master English as quickly as possible, but will also likely need continued support
in their first language so they do not fall behind in content-area learning (McLaughlin,
1992).
The third myth McLaughlin (1992) dispels is “the more time students spend in a
second language context, the quicker they learn the language” (p. 4). Although it may
seem that children from non-English speaking backgrounds should be placed in a
classroom environment where they are constantly exposed to English, research conducted
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thus far cautions against withdrawing the support of the home language too quickly.
According to McLaughlin, there is much research evidence that suggests, whereas oral
communication skills in a second language may be acquired within two or three years, it
may take up to four to six years to acquire the same level of proficiency needed for
understanding language for instructional purposes. Gunter (1996) reiterates, “Students’
cognitive and linguistic development are key factors in learning second languages and,
when this development is maintained in the first language, researchers find the skills are
transferable” (p. 2). Thus, providing students support in their home language does not
appear to be a disservice, but may actually assist them in learning in school, as well as
reinforce the bond between home and school. In the same light, educators also need to
teach ELLs mainstream ways and academic forms of discourse. In other words, teaching
ELLs how to function in American schools, plus using their prior knowledge and first
language, are the stepping stones needed to provide for their success in “mainstream
academic settings and in their home communities” (Coady et al., 2003, p. 29). In
addition, students who are truly bilingual may also have an advantage in technical and
professional careers (McLaughlin, 1992) and “advantages in thinking styles, particularly
in divergent thinking, creativity, early metalinguistic awareness and communicative
sensitivity” (Baker, 2001, p. 160).
Unfortunately, the rationale behind a much-used instructional strategy in
American schools, called “structured immersion,” has children from language minority
backgrounds receiving all of their instruction in English and getting additional support in
an ESL pullout class and content-based instruction that is tailored to their individual
language abilities (McLaughlin, 1992). Recent research, however, contends that ESL
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pullout programs are largely ineffective in meeting the needs of language minority
students and, in most cases, “the first language is not developed, but is replaced by the
majority language” (Baker, 2001, p. 195).
The fourth myth or misconception that McLaughlin (1992) discusses is the fallacy
that “children have acquired a second language once they can speak it” (p. 5). Teachers,
and other professionals in the school setting, may assume that once children can converse
in English, they have full command of the language. However, as McLaughlin states,
“There is much more involved in learning a second language than learning how to speak
it” (p. 5). Children who have proficient conversational English or Basic Interpersonal
Communication Skills (BICS) may still not have mastered proficiency in the more
sophisticated, abstract academic language or Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency
Skills (CALPS) that is needed in many classroom activities, especially in the later grades.
McLaughlin points out, “Cummins and others speak of the ‘linguistic facade,’ whereby
children appear to be fluent in a language because of their oral skills but have not yet
mastered the more disembedded and decontextualized aspects of the language” (p. 5).
McLaughlin (1992) cautions teachers and other school professionals not to exit
ELL students too quickly from ELL programs where they get support in their home
language, as ELL students may not be ready for the rigors of the all-English classroom
and this may, in fact, impede their academic success. Gunter (1996) also implies that
teachers may assume a child is proficient in English based on daily conversational skills
observed with classroom peers and inadvertently “interpret poor test scores and inability
to answer questions regarding class material as a lack of knowledge or cognitive ability”
(p. 3).
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The fifth myth or misconception McLaughlin (1992) discusses is that “all children
learn a second language in the same way” (p. 6). Although current practice in schools
would suggest an underlying assumption that all children do learn a second language in
the same way, McLaughlin notes there are “differences among linguistically and
culturally diverse groups” and “differences among learners within these groups” (p. 6).
First of all, McLaughlin (1992) notes, schools in America emphasize styles of talk
that predominate in mainstream families where mainstream children are accustomed to an
analytic, deductive style. Children from culturally diverse groups, however, are more
used to “an inductive style of talking, in which the fundamental assumptions must be
inferred from a series of concrete statements” (p. 6). Besides styles of talk, social class
differences exist between cultures. Whereas in middle to upper class, many parents teach
their children through language, in contrast, many immigrant children often learn at home
through more nonverbal means and/or observation. In addition, cultural differences exist
regarding who does the teaching. For example, in some cultures, children are cared for
and taught by their peers (i.e., older siblings, cousins) and these children have learned to
be quiet in the presence of adults or have had little experience interacting with them.
Besides cultural differences, there are differences in the way certain groups of
children react to school and how they learn. McLaughlin (1992) asserts some ELL
children are (a) more outgoing and eager to go to school and learn the new language;
(b) some may be shy, learn more by listening, and/or by observing what is going on
around them; (c) some may be fearful of making mistakes; and (d) and others may not be
afraid at all. Regardless, research does show that different types of second language
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learners can be successful in school depending on what type of instructional approach is
used with them (McLaughlin, 1992).
McLaughlin (1992) stresses the importance of teachers being acutely aware of
cultural and individual differences in learning style when working with diverse students,
and realizing that many of these children enter American classrooms with a different set
of cultural and social norms than mainstream students. Not being aware of these
differences can “affect the teacher’s expectations of the child’s ability and the teacher’s
response to the child” (p. 7). Effective instruction for cultural and linguistically diverse
students requires a variety of instructional activities (i.e., small group work, cooperative
learning, peer tutoring, individualized instruction, and other strategies that take the
children’s diversity of experience into account) and McLaughlin points out that what
works for ELL students “can benefit all students” (p. 7).
In summary, it is crucial for mainstream teachers and others in the school setting
to have an understanding of second language acquisition to dispel perpetuating myths and
misconceptions that have been assumed by those in the school setting. Teachers and
others must also realize that “second language learning by school-aged children is a
longer, harder, more complex process than most of them have been led to believe”
(McLaughlin, 1992, p. 1).
Attributes of Effective ELL Programs
Rennie (1993), in a comprehensive review of the literature on what constitutes
effective programs for language minority students, delineates 10 factors that have proven
to be effective regardless of the type of program used for ESL instruction and lists the
sources. They are as follows:
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1. Supportive whole-school contexts (Lucas, Henz, and Donato, 1990; Tikunoff
et al., 1991).
2. High expectations for language minority students as evidenced by active
learning environments that are academically challenging (Collier, 1992;
Lucas et al., 1990; Pease-Alvarez, Garcia, & Espinoza, 1991).
3. Intensive staff development programs designed to assist ALL.. .teachers,
[including regular, special education, and ESL teachers] in providing
effective instruction to language minority students (Lucas, Henze, & Donato,
1990; Tikunoff et al., 1991).
4. Expert instructional leaders and teachers (Lucas, Henze, & Donato, 1990;
Pease-Alvarez, Garcia, & Espinosa, 1991; Tikunoff et al., 1991).
5. Emphasis on functional communication between teacher and students and
among fellow students (Garcia, 1991).
6. Organization of the instruction of basic skills and academic content around
thematic units (Garcia, 1991).
7. Frequent student interaction through the use of collaborative learning
techniques (Garcia, 1991).
8. Teachers with a high commitment to the educational success of all their
students (Garcia, 1991).
9. Principals supportive of their instructional staff and of teacher autonomy
while maintaining an awareness of district policies on curriculum and
academic accountability (Garcia, 1991).
10. Involvement of majority and minority parents in formal parent support
activities (Garcia, 1991). (p. 4)
Echoing research by Baker (2001), Berube (2000), Freeman and Freeman (2001),
and Collier and Thomas (1999), Rennie (1993) concludes that the best ESL programs
have three key components. First, these programs are tailored to meet the linguistic,
academic, and affective needs of ELL students. Second, they provide language minority
students with the instruction ELLs need to allow them to progress through school at a rate
that is commensurate with their native English-speaking peers. Third, they make the best
use of district and community resources.
Berube (2002) further purports a need for commitment on the part of the school
district as a whole to support ELL students and ESL instruction. He states this is still a
particularly elusive concept in rural schools, even though 40% of ELL students attend
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rural schools and more than one third of U.S. rural towns enroll ELL students. If
educators are new to working with ELL students, they will likely lack the knowledge and
skills needed to teach ELL students appropriately. Berube (2002) cites the more rural the
state, the lower the percentage of staff who have the necessary preparation, with some
schools as low as 2%. Berube (2002) notes effective professional development can
rectify this problem and also points out the importance of classroom teachers and ESL
teachers working together collaboratively to ensure equal educational opportunity for
ELL students in these schools.
Berube (2002) suggests that principles of best practice are universal regardless of
whether the school is in an urban or rural setting. However, with the lack of abundant
resources in rural schools, there needs to be recognition, responsibility, and respect that
are demonstrated to ensure that effective learning is taking place for ELL students. First
of all, these students merit recognition of their existence within the rural school context.
Secondly, so that the ELL students are not marginalized, there needs to be a sense
of responsibility from each stakeholder involved in the ELL student’s programming.
Berube (2002) contends responsibility involves providing quality ELL programs and
equal access to educational opportunities for all learners. Schools that take responsibility
seriously also work with parents of ELL students to engage them in their child’s
education and offer communications for the parents in their more comfortable language.
Third, there needs to be respect shown for the ELL professionals in the school, as
well as the ELL students and their families (Berube, 2002). Respect means advocating
for ELL students to get involved in extracurricular activities in the school, holding these
students to the same academic standards expected of all students, and providing support
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so they can achieve these standards. Respect is also demonstrated by schools that
showcase their commitment to diversity by having culture fairs, international days, and
other offerings that reflect a range of cultures within the school.
Berube (2002) offers eight principles of action that demonstrate rural schools are
committed to excellence and showcase recognition, responsibility, and respect for ELL
students/families. These are as follows:
1. The LEP student is supported in the content areas with both ESL and content
instruction: there is no ESL pull-out arrangement.
2. The LEP student receives instruction from about as many teachers as the
non-LEP student each day; overall instruction is not left solely to the ESL
teacher.
3. The ESL teacher is credentialed in ESL; tutors are employed as a last resort
until an ESL credentialed teacher can be secured.
4. Content-area teachers include LEP student needs in professional
development; responsibility for professional development for the LEP student
is not limited to the ESL teacher.
5. LEP students are included in individual as well as small-group instruction;
they are not taken out of the content classroom because to do otherwise
would inconvenience the content-area teacher.
6. Social skills developmental support of LEP students is comparable to that of
non-LEP students; extracurricular opportunities are vigorously encouraged.
7. LEP students are held to the same academic standards as non-LEP students
are. where content is transmitted comprehensibly and undiluted; one does not
lower the bar in response to the question, “How good is good enough?”
8. The administration and the community celebrate the diversity that LEP
children bring to the school; their native language and culture are nurtured,
and parents are advised to communicate with their children in their native
language, (pp. 3-4)
Professional Development Models That
Enhance ELL Achievement
According to Clair and Adger (1999), there is growing consensus in the research
about what constitutes effective professional development for teachers. It incorporates
the principles of adult learning, is embedded in the reality of school and teachers’ work,
designed with teacher input, fosters critical reflection and meaningful collaboration, is
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internally coherent and rigorous, and sustained over the long term. It is also aligned with
effective teaching and learning.
Clair and Adger (1999) warn, however, that the previously mentioned conditions
are insufficient for educating teachers in culturally diverse schools. For professional
development to be most effective with teachers who work with ELL students,
professional development must address specific knowledge and attitudes that are relevant
to teaching English language learners. Clair and Adger delineate three minimum
conditions. First, district and school policies need to support coherent and integrated
professional development. Because many districts have competing initiatives that drain
resources, it is not uncommon to find diverse types of professional development that are
totally unrelated to each other within the same school district. Unless there is coherence
and integration in the professional development plan that grows out of the district’s
vision for student success to which teachers and administrators are committed, it is
unlikely it will have meaning.
Secondly, district leaders and building principals must have a current substantive
knowledge about effective teaching and learning for students and adults (Clair & Adger,
1999). They must know current trends in effective professional development and the
education of English language learners. To make this a priority, “principals must
safeguard teacher and student time, engage the entire staff in taking responsibility for the
education of English language learners, model collegial relationships with teachers and
students, and participate actively in the learning community of the school” (p. 3).
Third, time and resources must be allocated for effective professional
development to bring about lasting change (Clair & Adger, 1999). As Clair and Adger
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note, “Working together and tackling the complexities of teaching in culturally diverse
schools takes sustained time, focus, and effort” (p. 3). In each school cited in Clair and
Adger’s (1999) article. ESL, bilingual, and content teachers or interdisciplinary teams
worked together to support the academic success of all students.
Uranga (1995) agrees with Clair and Adger and asserts it is not enough for
districts to just provide ELL programs—districts must also give consideration to the
training and retraining of the individuals who interact with ELL students. In other words,
all school staff in contact with ELL students on a daily basis require a comprehensive
staff development model that can give districts direction to serve ELL students better.
Uranga (1995) supports a staff development model that shows long-range
planning and interaction with the needs of the school for which the staff development is
designed. This would allow for feedback among and between teachers, follow-up, and
changes made as needed. This type of model would also have to show that “student
learning outcome is the focus or goal of all instructional activities” (p. 3). This type of
program would be tailored to the school, in that its scope and sequence would be based
on the needs of the student population in that particular school.
In Uranga’s (1995) staff development model for multicultural classrooms, there
are eight components. These components are learning styles, research, school/university
partnership, peer coaching, ESL/Bilingual methods, theories and programs, critical
thinking, alternative assessment, and cooperative learning.
How ELL students learn is a central feature of the first component, learning
styles. Teachers need to be aware of emerging research that suggests children make more
academic gains when their learning styles are accommodated. The Educational Research
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Service (2003) publication, Culture and Learning, supports this contention, indicating
learning styles research suggests teachers need to understand and appreciate the students’
personal cultural knowledge and to use these students’ prior knowledge and culture in
teaching to create a successful learning environment for these students. The learning
styles research also documents the importance of affect and climate in teaching culturally
diverse students, noting there is a direct relationship between classroom climate and the
interpersonal relationship between student and teacher. In addition, the learning styles
research is helpful because it rightly places the responsibility for establishing an
environment conducive to student learning with the teacher instead of putting the blame
on the students and their parents. It holds teachers responsible and accountable for
designing instruction to meet individual student needs by providing a learning
environment that attends to a variety of learning styles.
Second, teachers must be informed about current research related to instruction,
learning, and assessment (Uranga, 1995). New theories on teaching and learning are
discarding the focus on teacher-centered experiences and viewing the teacher as more of
a facilitator who brings about change in cognitive structures (Glickman, 1992). These
new views cannot be ignored, as they influence the way teachers deliver instruction and
the way students learn in the classroom (Uranga, 1995).
The third component, school/university partnership, recommends a strengthening
relationship between the university and the school to close the gap between theory and
practice (Uranga, 1995). The fourth component, peer coaching, promotes professional
growth in a nonjudgmental way and also addresses the isolation of teachers.
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The fifth component, ESL/Bilingual methods, addresses the need for school
districts to be responsible for preparing teachers to implement bilingual or ESL programs
(Uranga, 1995). In the past, the theories and practices of ESL/Bilingual programs have,
for the most part, remained inside the university walls. With all of the ELL students in
schools of today, schools can no longer afford to not train teachers about diverse student
needs.
The sixth component, critical thinking, is essential in preparing students for “a
market-place demanding creative, capable problem solvers” (Uranga, 1995, p. 6). As
Uranga suggests, there is a need to train teachers to value critical thinking “as it pertains
to the existing diversification of approaches and diverse population of students” (pp. 6-7).
Critical thinking leads to the seventh component, alternative assessment.
Implementation of a critical thinking program will require alternative and authentic ways
of assessing student knowledge so they can demonstrate competence in a variety of
different situations using a variety of different criteria (Uranga, 1995). Alternative
assessment is valuable to use with students of other languages and cultures since it gives
teachers an opportunity to understand how students from other languages/cultures react
differently to instruction and learning than mainstream students.
The final and eighth component, cooperative learning, suggests teachers need to
know the principles of cooperative learning and how to use these strategies to maximize
student learning (Uranga, 1995). A synthesis of research by Slavin (1991) on cooperative
learning indicates both inter-member interaction and collaboration and social relations
improve when cooperative learning techniques are used effectively, as well as student
self-esteem. More importantly, in the case of ELLs, cooperative learning has been shown
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to increase tolerance and acceptance of handicapped and ethnically diverse children
(Slavin, 1991).
Administrators as Change Facilitators in
Developing Quality ELL Programs
According to Fullan (1991), managing social change is a daunting task and it
requires dealing with a number of different factors at the same time, including
‘leadership, staff development, values, and ideas, as well as who benefits from them,
quality of materials and programs, and the demands from all quarters for evidence that
the new way is desirable and effective” (p. xii). As Fullan (1991) suggests, it is
necessary for educational leaders to reflect on and understand not only their own
situation, but also the situation of relevant others in the change process in order to plan or
cope with change in a proactive way.
Reform is more than just putting into place the latest and newest policy (Fullan,
1991). It means changing the culture of the classrooms, the schools, the districts, the
universities, and any other place that intersects with the educational institution making
the change. Change is extremely complex and if there is not a healthy respect for and
mastery of the change process, even well-intentioned change initiatives will wreak havoc.
Careful attention to a small number of key details during the change process can result in
successful implementation of that change, as well as commitment from those involved in
the change process, and self-satisfaction of accomplishing something that is important.
With so many educational reforms in the past that have failed, it seems imperative
that reducing the number of failures and increasing the successes will increase the
likelihood of revitalizing teaching and learning in our schools in the 21st century. As
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Fullan (1991) so wisely surmises, public schools do not have a choice whether or not to
change, especially in the complex society we live in today; therefore, “the only fruitful
way ahead is to carve out our own niche of renewal and build on it” (p. xiv).
Implicit in educational reform, yet rarely acknowledged, is the confusion between
the terms “change” and “progress.” Fullan (1991) notes one of the most fundamental
problems in educational change today is the problem of meaning. Most people involved
in the change process do not have a clear picture or sense of meaning about what the
change is for, what it is, and how it proceeds. This lack of clarity creates confusion,
failure, resistance to change, and misunderstanding amongst the various stakeholders
involved in the change. Not only are educators dealing with a moving and changing
target when it comes to educational reform, but they are also doing this in social settings;
thus, solutions to problems need to come through the development of shared meaning. In
Fullan’s (1991) words, “Individual and collective meaning and action in everyday
situations is where change stands or falls” (p. 5).
According to Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin, and Hall (1987), a number of
assumptions can be generated about change based on the authors’ research that was
funded by the federal government through the National Institute of Education.
First, change is a process, not an event. The implementation of a new program is
an event and this should not be confused with the change process. Hord et al. (1987)
found that change is a process occurring over time, usually a period of several years.
Recognizing this fact is an essential prerequisite of successful implementation of change.
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Secondly, change is accomplished by individuals, not the organization (Hord et
al., 1987). Change affects people in the organization and individuals need to be the focus
of attention in implementing a new program.
Third, change is a highly personal experience (Hord et al., 1987). When changes
are made, people do not behave the same way. For change to be successfully
implemented, there has to be sufficient account of these individual differences.
Fourth, change involves developmental growth (Hord et al., 1987). People
involved in the change process demonstrate growth in terms of their feelings and skills
and these feelings shift as individuals gain more experience with the new program or
practice.
Fifth, change is best understood in operational terms (Hord et al., 1987).
Teachers and others involved in the change process will relate to the change or
improvement in terms of what it will mean to them or how it will affect them in their
current classroom practice.
Finally, the focus of facilitation should be on individuals, innovations, and the
context, not the books and materials and equipment (Hord et al., 1987). Only people can
make change by altering their attitudes and behavior. In other words, the real meaning of
change lies within the individual and “effective change facilitators work with people in
an adaptive and systemic way, designing interventions for clients’ needs, realizing that
those needs exist in particular contexts and settings” (p. 7).
According to Hord et al. (1987), when change begins with the administrator of the
central office, there is a different kind of advantage—the possibility for more change to
occur if appropriate interventions are provided. However, they also note that change can
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begin from the bottom up with a single teacher or group of concerned and committed
educators. The key to success, regardless of whether it is from the top down or bottom
up, seems to depend on “the support and assistance provided to make the change” (p. 8)
and if properly facilitated. Hord et al. (1987) state both approaches can be effective.
Change facilitators, or those in charge of change, can deal more effectively with
change if they recognize how to plan for and manage change. Hord et al. (1987) found
from their study on change that principals most effective in implementing change had
two main characteristics. First, these principals or school leaders were team-oriented.
Second, effective principals worked collegially with second change facilitators (e.g.,
assistant principals, curriculum coordinators, department or grade level chairs, resource
teachers, teachers on special assignment).
Hord et al. (1987) found when principals were active in guiding and planning the
change process, they had a tendency to select another person on the school roster, the
second change facilitator. When the principal did not direct energy and activity toward
change, the central office was more likely to supply action.
Along with second change facilitators, Hord et al. (1987) identified third change
facilitators and external facilitators. Third change facilitators were typically teachers
with less formal roles, but whose help was substantial and sought out by their peers.
External facilitators were those who brought in innovative ideas from outside each
particular school and served as links to the district office resources and/or as liaisons for
communication purposes.
Hord et al. (1987) identified characteristics of effective change facilitation teams
or when the principals, second and third change facilitators, and external facilitators
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worked together. First, members of the team were in continuous, typically informal,
contact with each other and with school staff. Second, each member complemented the
roles of the other change facilitators through sharing and overlapping of assignments and
they all took responsibility for all functions. Third, each member shared a common view
of the goals of the school improvement project and there was clarity and agreement about
the objectives and directions for the change process. Fourth, open planning with all team
members sharing and discussing what could be done was present. Fifth, planning,
decisions, and actions were taken with the total improvement plan in mind. And, sixth,
collegiality was an inherent element in each of the other five characteristics.
Fullan (2001) discusses how leaders can lead in a culture of change and notes,
“There are deep theoretical reasons why change occurs as it does” (p. x). He notes if
leaders can learn to understand these reasons, they will likely be able to influence, but not
control, them better.
Four Change Strategies With Very
Different Assumptions
Change, as defined by Lindquist (1978), is “the modification of, deletion of, or
addition to attitudes and behaviors existing in a person, group, organization or larger
system” (p. 1). Lindquist discusses four change strategies with very different
assumptions about what leads people or organizations to change: Rational Planning,
Social Interaction, Human Problem-Solving, and Political approaches to planned change.
Although later theorists see planned change as a combination of these approaches,
Lindquist notes the separate models are worth elaborating, as they “represent strong
differences in the ways academic and other changes are undertaken” (p. 1).
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With the Rational Planning change strategy, there is an assumption that a rational
process will lead to a rational end. In other words, if the “research is correct and the
development sound, the proposed change will sell itself’ (Lindquist, 1978, p. 2). There
are five assumptions about change that underlie the Rational Planning change strategy.
First, this model assumes dissemination and utilization should be a rational sequence of
events and activities that moves from research to development to packaging before
dissemination takes place. Second, this model of change assumes there has to be
planning on a massive scale and the activities of research and development have to be
coordinated. Third, there has to be a division of labor and a separation of roles and
functions. Fourth, it assumes a clearly defined target audience, a specified passive
consumer, who will accept the innovation or change if it is delivered in the right way at
the right time. The process to assure this will happen is scientific evaluation and
evaluation at every stage of development and dissemination. Fifth, those who follow this
change strategy accept the fact that there will be high initial development cost prior to
any dissemination activity because it foresees an even higher gain in the long run,
especially in terms of efficiency, quality, and capacity to reach a large number of
consumers.
Lindquist (1978) points out numerous examples of the Rational Planning change
strategy, including the U.S. Department of Education and the National Institute of
Education in supporting the research and development of educational innovations. As
Lindquist notes, however, more recent research on change has found the Rational
Planning model inadequate as a way to introduce change in human attitudes and
behaviors. Criticisms of this model have focused on the isolation of the Rational
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Planning model from its audience. For one thing, this strategy does not explain all of the
motivations and activities for why individuals, groups, and organizations use the new
innovations. Furthermore, organizations, like individuals, do not operate simply as
rational systems. If a change proposal threatens individual or group security, “it is in
trouble no matter how elegant its reason” (p. 4). Therefore, an adequate strategy for
change needs to include much more than evidence and a compelling reason.
The Social Interaction model, in contrast to the Rational Planning model of
change, assumes individuals, groups, and organizations exist in social networks and,
through these connections, information is learned about the world (Lindquist, 1978).
According to the Social Interaction assumption of change, there will be some
“Innovators,” eager to try new things and usually uncomfortable with the status quo. A
second group, a little larger than the “Innovators” group, but rarely more than 12% to
15%, compose the “Early Adaptors.” “Early Adaptors” are usually open to new ideas,
though not as eager as the “Innovators.” A third group in the sequence of adoption is the
“Early Majority,” making up around one third of the population, and these individuals are
the cautious followers of the “Early Adaptors.” Another one third of the population will
be the “Late Majority.” The “Late Majority” needs significant evidence that the new
practice will be effective before they will give it a try. Finally, there are the final 15% of
the population, the “Laggards,” who will likely resist change until everyone else has
already moved on to the next innovation or change.
According to researchers, each successive group, from the “Innovators” all the
way down to the “Laggards,” will need substantially stronger persuasion in order to
change (Lindquist, 1978). So, while “Innovators” and “Early Adaptors” may be
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persuaded by more impersonal channels of communication, later adopters like the “Early
Majority,” “Late Majority,” and “Laggards,” need more personal communication and
human contact in order to be willing to change. In addition, although it can take a
relatively short time for change to move from one category of adopters to another, it is
more common for new educational behaviors to take several years, and it can take up to
several decades for new ideas like progressive education to work.
Lindquist (1978) states the best route for an organization or school to use when
trying to facilitate change with the Social Interaction model is to look for the “opinion
leaders” in the organization. These are the individuals who others go to for their
expertise, advice, or social role in the organization. Lindquist notes, “Effective change
strategists find out who the opinion leaders are, then seek to persuade them to persuade
others” (p. 5). Social Interaction researchers also find there are certain attributes of
innovations besides reason and evidence that influence adoption. These include (a) clear,
relative advantages for a particular situation; (b) compatibility with existing values,
structure, skills, or style; (c) divisibility to adopt only the parts that are liked;
(d) simplicity—easy to understand; (e) minimal risk and low uncertainty; and (f) can be
observed and tried out before it is adopted.
The third approach discussed by Lindquist (1978) is the Human Problem-Solving
approach. In this approach, “change is a process of solving problems” (p. 6). When
making changes, skilled interventionists will use someone or something that can help
confront and reduce the hidden obstacles to change. According to Lindquist, Havelock
identifies five basic principles to this approach:
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1. The user’s world, or the person who is to adopt the idea, is the only sensible
place from which to begin to consider utilization;
2. Knowledge utilization must include a diagnostic phase where the user’s need
is considered and translated into a problem statement;
3. The role of the outsider is primarily to serve as a catalyst, collaborator, or
consultant on how to plan change and bring about a solution;
4. Internal knowledge retrieval and the managing of internal resources should be
given at least equal emphasis with external retrieval; and
5. Self-initiation by the user or client system creates the optimum motivational
climate for lasting change.
In addition, collaboration and openness are preferred to a closed system and
competition. Consensus is also sought over majority rule or an authoritative decree to
follow orders. Also, those who must carry out the change must be willing to own it as
their own solution to their concerns, and there must be trust between the persons
attempting to make the change and the people who are being asked to change. This
system of change, therefore, addresses human barriers to change based on underlying
psychological barriers.
The fourth strategy for change discussed by Lindquist (1978) is the Political
approach. The Political approach uses political power to build coalitions among and
between influential people and groups and then seeks an authoritative decision. This
requires others to comply with the new idea, to employ new behaviors, and use the
innovation. Lindquist explains, with this strategy, there is first a need or want that arises.
Unless these needs or wants are strongly felt by influential people or groups, no change
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will likely occur. If those concerned feel they can influence authorities and make them
take notice of the change, they will take some form of action to correct the situation.
Once the demand is made, it must gain access to those who will make the formal decision
to make the change. Key here is a “sympathetic gatekeeper” (p. 8) who can put the
demand on the authorities’ agenda. Once on the agenda, the change is studied and
debated and then a formulated proposal for change is made. Sometimes, compromises
are made to get the change passed. Of great importance are the efforts of some highly
influential individuals who are determined to make sure the change goes through. The
change is usually a top-down decision with the authoritative figure instructing
organizational units, groups, or individuals to change their attitudes and behaviors.
Lindquist notes, however, unless the executive force can make the organization, group, or
individual comply, there will likely not be effective implementation.
Lindquist (1978) finally discusses a change strategy by Havelock and his
associates that combines the Rational Planning, Social Interaction, Human
Problem-Solving, and Political approaches. Havelock, according to Lindquist (1978),
developed a model for “intentional change” (p. 11) with a synthesis of the four change
strategies. Havelock’s Linkage model has seven essential ingredients that need to be in
place for effective change efforts. According to Lindquist,
Applied to academic change, these guidelines would encourage several actions.
Faculty, administrators, students and relevant outsiders (like trustees and funding
agencies) should be well-linked to each other and to information concerning
problems and solutions. There should be an active openness, a real reaching out,
to new information and new people across departmental and institutional
boundaries. Change efforts should be well organized and should follow-through,
perhaps by having efficient research, planning, governance, and implementation
structures. They should enjoy capable leadership, skilled facilitation, adequate
time and materials. Useful information and other resources for change should be

brought close together. Change effort, at all stages of problem-solving, should be
rewarded. And change attempts should be numerous, various, and redundant.
(p. 11)
Besides the earlier work on change theory discussed by Lindquist (1978), there
are more recent studies that look at the change process and effective leadership. Waters,
Marzano, and McNulty (2003), in their research study on balanced leadership, suggest
effective leaders understand how to balance “pushing for change while at the same time,
protecting the aspects of culture, values, and norms worth preserving” (p. 2). In other
words, these leaders know how to gauge the amount of change they are looking for, how
to tailor their leadership strategies accordingly, and also understand and value the
individuals in the organization.
Waters et al. (2003) discuss the differences between “first order” and “second
order” change and how these different types of change affect various staff members,
students, parents, and other stakeholders in the school organization. They also indicate
that what might be considered a first order change by some in the school organization
may be perceived as a second order change by others within the same organization. The
implications of those changes on the individual, organization, and/or institution determine
the order of change or the magnitude of change on that particular person, organization, or
institution.
First order change, according to Waters et al. (2003), is change that is consistent
with the existing values and norms, creates advantages for those individuals or groups in
the organization with similar interests, and can be implemented with existing knowledge
and/or resources. First order changes also often have agreement between stakeholders
about what changes are needed and how these changes should be implemented. Some

examples of first order change in a school setting might be implementing new classroom
instructional practices/materials and building on established patterns and utilizing
existing knowledge.
Second order change, on the other hand, occurs “when it is not obvious how it
will make things better for people with similar interests, it requires individuals or groups
of stakeholders to learn new approaches, or it conflicts with prevailing values and norms”
(Waters et ah, 2003, p. 7). Second order change, therefore, is a break with the past,
outside of existing paradigms, emergent, and requires new knowledge and skills to
implement.
Waters et al. (2003) suggest that different perceptions about the implications of
change can lead some within the organization to perceive the change as a problem and
others to perceive it as a solution. In other words, change may have first order
implications for one group or individual, but second order implications for another group
or person. Waters et al. further purport that this “is true of nearly every educational
reform introduced over the last 20 years” (p. 7). For example, the recent use of content
standards, high stakes testing and accountability, and school vouchers is for some
educators, policymakers, and parents first order changes because these solutions are seen
as consistent with their prevailing norms and values and are seen as necessary for school
improvement. However, other educators, policymakers, and parents may see these same
changes as breaks with the past that conflict with prevailing norms and values and, thus,
would be seen as second order changes and be considered problems for these
stakeholders.
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Leaders who can recognize which changes are first order or second order for the
different individuals and groups within their organizations will be, according to Waters et
al. (2003), able to enhance the likelihood of sustainable initiatives, as well as create a
positive impact on student achievement in their districts. Furthermore, effective leaders
must be adept at leading both kinds of changes in their schools.
To effectively lead first order changes, leaders need to promote cooperation and
cohesion between staff members, as well as promote a sense of well-being (Waters et al.,
2003). To effectively lead second order change, however, requires leaders to work much
more deeply and assess underlying values and norms of current staff and those in the
community, as second order changes may disrupt cooperation, a sense of well-being, and
cohesion. Second order changes may also confront group identities, change people’s
working relationships, challenge existing expertise and competencies, and throw the
individuals and groups within the organization into a state of confusion and chaos. In the
case of second order changes, then, there needs to also be a shared understanding of
purpose and a shared vision of what the school could be if staff cooperation, cohesion,
and sense of well-being are going to be maintained.
Fullan (1991) suggests, in his text, the challenge of the 1990s and beyond “will be
to deal with more second-order changes—changes that affect the culture and structure of
schools, restructuring roles and reorganizing responsibilities, including those of students
and parents” (p. 29). He also warns, however, that second order change reforms have
largely failed:
Many were diverted by the quiet but persistent resistance of teachers and
administrators who, unconvinced by the unvarnished cheer of reformers, saw
minimal gain and much loss in embracing second-order changes boosted by those
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who were unfamiliar with the classroom as a workplace. Thus first-order changes
succeeded while second-order changes were either adapted to fit what existed or
sloughed off, allowing the system to remain essentially untouched. The
ingredients change, the Chinese saying goes, but the soup remains the same [as
cited by Cuban, 1988], (p. 29)
So, what are administrators or principals to do to increase the likelihood of
lasting, sustaining change in their schools, especially in light of the NCLB mandates and
increasing student diversity, even in low incidence states like North Dakota? Fullan
(1991) comments how uncomfortable many principals must feel when they are expected
by their superiors to lead the implementation of a change that they do not fully
understand, in which the rest of the staff is not interested, or the staff is interested but it is
unclear as to how they are to obtain the necessary resources and assistance. Fullan
(1991) also implies if a principal is not confident about the change and his or her role in
it, that this can be anxiety provoking for the principal, may cause feelings of guilt for not
having the knowledge or the skills to make the changes effectively, and may even reduce
the principal’s contact with staff and other stakeholders in the school about the change
because it creates a feeling of awkwardness and/or is painful to admit that they really do
not understand how to proceed. Fullan (1991) goes on to state, however, that “many
other teachers and principals desire more social contact concerning professional matters,
if it can be done in a supportive environment” (p. 166).
Fullan (1991) further suggests the problem with historical norms and underlying
assumptions is that those within the school organization may mistakenly perceive a
principal’s avoidance of a change issue for whatever reason (i.e., because he or she wants
to treat the staff or other stakeholders as professionals or feels uncomfortable because he
or she does not fully understand it) may be construed by some stakeholders as not being
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interested in the change initiative or reform. Administrators who do avoid a change issue
with other stakeholders may be setting up a dangerous perception of lack of interest or
importance. Stakeholders within the school setting who observe this behavior may
construe the change issue as not being considered important by the school leader, thus,
stakeholders will not change their behaviors/attitudes to meet the demands of the new
change and change is unlikely to occur without the leader developing a shared vision and
making personal contact with all the various players involved in the change. As Fullan
(1991) purports, “Without personal contact there is no significant change” (p. 166).
Fullan (1991) reiterates how crucial it is that principals and administrators
understand the organizational change process and states knowledge, understanding, and
skills in the change process are absolutely essential to ensure that potentially good
changes be implemented that benefit the school. Although it is impossible to predict
which initiatives are good and which are bad, Fullan (1991) does offer 10 guidelines for
principals to follows and also indicates the starting point for improvement in any school
organization needs to be change that starts with the principal, not the other stakeholders.
The 10 guidelines are as follows:
1. Avoid “if only” statements, externalizing the blame, and other forms of
wishful thinking.
2. Start small, think big. Don’t overplan or overmanage.
3. Focus on something concrete and important like curriculum and instruction.
4. Focus on something fundamental like the professional culture of the school.
5. Practice fearlessness and other forms of risk-taking.
6. Empower others below you.
7. Build a vision in relation to both goals and change processes.
8. Decide what you are not going to do.
9. Build allies.
10. Know when to be cautious, (pp. 167-168)

57

Fullan (1991) reiterates two factors that stand out when looking at effective
principals. First, these principals show an active interest by spending time talking to
teachers, planning, assisting teachers in getting together, and by being knowledgeable
about what is happening. Secondly, they all figure out ways to reduce the amount of time
that is spent on administrative matters to ensure that the changes being made have equal
priority. The principal, Fullan (1991) states, is the “key to creating conditions for the
continuous professional development of teachers” (p. 168) and the principal’s
relationship with his or her staff has a tendency to model what all relationships will be
like within that school. In other words, the principal’s role as the head of the
organization is crucial and if the principal does not lead changes in the culture of the
school or if he or she leaves it up to others to do the job, it is likely it will not get done
and improvement will not occur. Serious reform, therefore, is not just the
implementation of one innovation or initiative—it is changing the culture or the structure
of the school.
Administrator Attitude and Its Effect
on ELL Achievement
Along with active involvement in leading change and a strong knowledge base of
that change and how it will affect those in the system, a principal’s attitude or perception
about that change may also determine how well that change will be implemented in that
particular school. Walker et al. (2004) indicate in their research the existence of negative
mainstream teacher attitudes toward ELLs due to educational deficit beliefs held by
teachers and/or cultural racist beliefs. In addition. Walker et al. note other contributing
factors that lead to negative teacher attitudes are “the influence of attitudes held by school
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administrators, other teachers, and the community” (p. 135). Attitude assessment,
therefore, is also likely another crucial factor, along with knowledge base of the
administrator, in determining how effective new ELL programs may fair in schools that
are developing these programs from the ground up, as is the case in numerous small and
large school districts in North Dakota and other low incidence states.
In their study. Walker et al. (2004) interviewed ELL teachers about what they saw
as the largest obstacle in implementing a quality ELL program in their particular school.
Most of the ELL teacher responses included negative teacher attitudes, including
mainstream teachers being unwilling to make adaptations for ELL students, not wanting
ELL students placed in their classrooms, not being interested in working collaboratively
with the ELL teacher, and perceptions that the ELL teacher should be the one solely
responsible for teaching the ELL student.
In addition, surveyed ELL teachers “held school administrators accountable for
the pervasiveness of negative teacher attitudes” (Walker et al., 2004, p. 143). Although
interviewed teachers did not explicitly mention school administrators in their comments,
they did indicate seeing many negative teacher attitudes that they felt could be directly
attributed to the climate that was created by the administrator in that school. For
example, one ELL teacher reported when she was hired, her principal made a comment to
her: “The ESL students can cause some problems in the school” (p. 143). Walker et al.
point out how even a small comment like this made by the leader of the school “can
create a school ethos that not only tolerates but promotes the ideology that English
language learners are to blame for their own social and academic failures” (p. 143).
Earlier research by Levine and Lezotte (2001) and Wrigley (2000) supports the Walker
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et al. findings and suggests that negative attitudes among teachers about ELLs can be
transmitted and perpetuated by principals who have negative attitudes toward these
students.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODS
Context of the Study
This study is a portion of a research project under the auspices of an already
approved project, “New Prairie Voices,” which was jointly developed by the University
of North Dakota, the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction, and the North
Dakota Educational Standards and Practices Board. The principal investigator of this
project was Dr. Anne Walker, who is a member of my doctoral committee. Within this
study, professional inservice teachers who were enrolled in the graduate ELL program
seeking ELL endorsement through the Department of Teaching and Learning at the
University of North Dakota were the primary research subjects. In addition, 23 principals
and/or administrators in the schools where the professional inservice teachers worked
were also asked to voluntarily participate in one 30-minute interview. In accordance with
Institutional Review Board (IRB) guidelines, each principal or administrator was asked to
sign a consent form prior to their interview.
Research Methodology and Design
According to Patton (1990), the qualitative-naturalistic-formative approach is
especially appropriate to use early in the life of a program and at major points of
transition. Once programs are implemented, they are often changed as practitioners learn
what does and does not work as they experiment with, develop, and change their
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priorities. Creswell (2003) supports this and notes that the chief reason for conducting a
qualitative study is that the study is exploratory. That is, not much has been written about
the topic or the population being studied, and the researcher seeks to listen to the
participants being studied and build an understanding based on their ideas and/or
perceptions. Patton further notes, “Such conditions call for a dynamic evaluation
approach that is process oriented, capable of capturing and monitoring not only
anticipated outcomes but also unanticipated consequences, treatment changes, and the
larger context of program implementation and development” (p. 53). For these reasons, a
qualitative research design using face-to-face, semi-structured survey interviews has been
chosen to conduct this study to provide initial data on administrator perceptions/attitudes
and knowledge base regarding ELL student needs in North Dakota schools.
Newman and Benz (1998) note that a structured interview format is used to
collect the same data from each respondent. This study will review data collected from
respondents on each question using cross interview analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994)
to identify commonly held attitudes/perceptions and knowledge that administrators have
regarding ELL programming, as well as differing beliefs. Patton (1990) notes if a
standardized open-ended interview is used, it is fairly easy to do cross interview analysis
for each question in the interview. Patton further states that the interview guide
“constitutes a descriptive analytical framework for analysis” (p. 376).
In addition, the use of a partially structured or semi-structured interview format
allows the investigator some leeway to clarify meaning and pursue additional information
that is consistent with the purpose of the study. Although a diversity of opinions exists
regarding the amount of leeway an investigator may use with an interview guide, Patton
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(1990) believes that the interview guide merely provides topics or subject areas within
which the interviewer is free to explore, probe, and ask questions that will elucidate that
particular subject. Newman and Benz (1998) support Patton’s contention and indicate
through the use of probes, follow-up questions, and attention to nonverbal cues, the
investigator can enhance the data that are being collected.
According to Seidman (1998), Rubin and Rubin (1995), and Patton (1990), one
way to assess perceptions and to ascertain knowledge is to conduct semi-structured,
open-ended, face-to-face interviews that ask the same questions of all participants, but
leaves room for gaining additional clarification and information if needed. The actual
interview schedule was developed with the assistance of Dr. Anne Walker and Dr. Jill
Shafer, experts in ELL education. A copy of the principal interview is in the Appendix.
The investigator interviewed all 23 administrators in person. All the interviews
were taped and then transcribed verbatim with corresponding dictated field notes.
Although in-person interviews can create bias due to the Hawthorne Effect and/or
interviewer bias, the benefits of face-to-face interviews far exceeded the costs.
According to Rubin and Rubin (1995), Seidman (1998), and Maykut and Morehouse
(1994), interviewing individuals in person can assist the investigator in picking up on
subtle body language cues, voice inflections, and get a sense of the place (the school
setting) by indwelling.
As stated earlier, this research was positivistic with qualitative methodology. It
was positivistic, in that it used an investigator-developed structured interview. It was
qualitative, in that it used the information gleaned from the participants’ interviews to

uncover patterns, themes, and categories of perceptions/attitudes and knowledge about
ELL programming needs held by the participants.
Participants in the Study
All of the interview participants for this study were administrators from small
school districts (e.g., school district has a K-12 population of 600 or fewer students) and
large school districts (e.g., school district has a K-12 population of more than 600
students) in North Dakota that have ELL students in their schools. In addition, they all
had an in-place professional teacher working on obtaining an ELL endorsement that was
also participating in the “New Prairie Voices” project from UND during the 2002-03
school year.
Participants in the study were 7 small school district administrators and 16 large
school district administrators. Of the 23 interviewed, 9 administrators were elementary
principals, 5 were middle school principals, 6 were high school principals, 2 were
superintendents, and 1 was an ELL administrator. All of the principals were head
principals with the exception of one high school principal and one middle school
principal who were assistant principals. All interviews took place in the administrators’
schools with the exception of one interview that took place in a library setting at a
university. There were 8 female administrators and 15 male administrators. These
administrators had varying levels of experience: seven administrators had 5 or less years
of experience, five administrators had 6-10 years of experience, six administrators had
11-15 years of experience, and five administrators had 16-25 years of administrative
experience. The face-to-face interviews for this dissertation study were conducted over a
one-year period, from June 2003 to June 2004.
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Methodology/Instruments Used in the Study

The participants for this study were interviewed with an investigator-designed
survey instrument consisting of 14 interview questions (see Appendix). Interview
questions were developed in collaboration with Dr. Anne Walker and Dr. Jill Shafer and
were approved for use in this study on February 3, 2003, by the University of North
Dakota Institutional Review Board.
The purpose of developing this survey instrument was to assess the unique
perceptions/attitudes and knowledge base of North Dakota administrators regarding ELL
programming in their schools. This instrument was also used to determine how each
administrator planned to meet the needs of ELL students, ELL teacher(s), and regular
education teachers who had ELL students in their classrooms. In addition, interviewees
were also asked information about their relationship with the North Dakota DPI, funding
for ELL needs in their schools, and to share stories/anecdotes of ELL students/families in
their schools/communities.
Each administrator was asked the same set of 14 semi-structured, open-ended
survey questions that were used as a guideline. Additional probes were asked to obtain
further clarification of given responses. Also included in the Appendix is a copy of the
IRB-approved administrator consent form that informed the interviewee of
confidentiality issues and how the interview information would be stored.
Data Collection Methods
In this research study, a variety of methods of data collection were used to
achieve a better understanding of the participants and to increase the credibility of the
findings. First, face-to-face, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 23 rural and
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urban administrators to determine perceptions and knowledge base of ELL needs in their
schools. Second, with each interview, there were corresponding taped field notes of
observations made before, during, and after the interviews that included information
about the site and the interviewee. Third, feedback from those with qualitative data
expertise on emerging themes, patterns, and codes was used to help identify validity
threats, the investigator’s own biases and assumptions, and flaws in logic or methods
(Maykut & Morehouse, 1994).
Data Analysis
Data analysis mainly consisted of inductive tactics to organize commonalities and
differences found in the interview transcriptions (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Through
the interviewees’ own words, their perceptions/attitudes and knowledge regarding ELL
needs were compared and contrasted to identify shared themes, as well as divergent
beliefs. Interview questions were divided into those that ascertained administrator
attitudes/perceptions and those that tapped into their knowledge regarding ELL needs in
their schools. The process used to determine the type of question will be described in
Chapter IV. A visual examination of the data was made to identify patterns of
attitudes/perceptions and knowledge of participants in the study as these applied to
instructional programming for English language learners in the schools involved in the
“New Prairie Voices” program. Transcribed tapes and signed consent forms were kept
confidential and all interviewee information was coded so it could not be traced back to
the individual participants.
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Potential Biases o f the Study

The following potential biases were identified for the study:
1. Since all interviewees had inservice teachers taking ELL endorsement courses
at LIND who were enrolled in the “New Prairie Voices” program and the
investigator was working for UND to conduct this research, this may have
affected the way the interviewees responded to the questions.
2. Since all interviews were face-to-face, this could have created interviewer bias
or error that resulted from conscious or unconscious bias in my interaction

L .J

with the respondent.
Face-to-face interviews have the potential to cause the Hawthorne Effect, or
bias that may occur because people often respond differently when they know
their behavior is being monitored.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF RESEARCH
The purpose of this chapter is to give a detailed report of the findings of the data
collection and analysis activities of this study. Data have been broken down into two
categories that pertain directly to the research questions associated with the study: those
questions that deal with attitudes/perceptions and those that ascertain knowledge
administrators have regarding ELL needs in their schools.
Data Sources
The primary data sources for this research were verbatim transcripts of the 23
administrator interviews taken primarily from tapes, but also from field notes. The
answers to each of the 14 interview questions were compiled into sections that contained
what each interviewee said in response to each of the questions. According to Miles and
Huberman (1984), this format is one of the best ways to find relationships for a
cross-case analysis because it allows the investigator to see an initial comparison between
responses and between informants and lets the investigator discover how the data can be
analyzed further.
The verbatim text and field notes were found to be rich in description of the
participants’ attitudes/perceptions. These data also revealed information regarding what
each administrator knew about meeting the needs of ELL students/parents, ELL teachers,
and mainstream teachers who had ELL students in their classrooms.
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Classification of the Interview Data
Research Question 1: What are administrators' attitudes/perceptions about ELL
students/parents, ELL teachers, and regular education teachers who work with ELL
students? The following interview questions (see Appendix) were determined to provide
data that helped to answer research question one:
•

Interview Question One: How do you feel your school has benefited from
having (name of inservice teacher obtaining ELL endorsement at UND) in the
ELL Teacher Training Program?

•

Interview Question Five: In what ways does your school welcome ELL
students and embrace their culture?

•

Interview Question Eight: What are your feelings about NCLB and its
requirements to give standardized tests to all ELL students?

•

Interview Question Nine: Please describe your relationship with the
Department of Public Instruction in terms of providing you with information
and funding for educating English Language Learners.

•

Interview Question Twelve: How do you feel the culture and way of living in
North Dakota will change as a result of the increase in immigrants moving
into the state?

•

Interview Question Thirteen: What do you feel is the responsibility of ELL
students and their families when they move to America and go to American
schools?
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•

Interview Question Fourteen: Do you have any stories or anecdotes to tell
about how ELL students/families have been received in your community or by
the staff in your school?

Research Question 2: What do administrators know about meeting the needs of
ELL students/parents, ELL teachers, and regular education teachers who work with ELL
students? The following interview questions (see Appendix) were determined to provide
data that helped to answer research question two:
•

Interview Question Two: How do you feel ELL students will learn best in
your school?

•

Interview Question Three: How has your district educated ELL students in the
past?

•

Interview Question Four: What do you see as the biggest obstacles in
implementing a quality ELL program in your school/school district?

•

Interview Question Six: What would be the job responsibilities of an ELL
teacher in your school?

•

Interview Question Seven: What are the financial considerations of educating
an LEP/ELL student?

•

Interview Question Ten: What information do you feel your staff most needs
to help understand and educate English Language Learners? What types of
professional development would you believe to be most beneficial?

•

Interview Question Eleven: Do you think mainstream teachers should adapt
their instruction to meet the needs of ELL students. If so, how?
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To decide the classification of the interview questions, two judges who
understood the study identified those questions they believed fit with research question
one and research question two. The final inter-rater reliability was one-hundred percent.
If raters had found a discrepancy between questions, the raters met and gave their
reasoning in determining their ratings. This process resulted in the raters coming to
common agreement. The judges were the investigator and Dr. Donald Lemon. This
process provided limited face and content validity to the study. These data were then
further refined to look for additional patterns that emerged using the interview and field
notes data.
Presentation of the Data Results Pertaining
to Research Question One
Interview Question One: How do you feel your school has benefited from having
(name of inservice teacher obtaining ELL endorsement from UND) in the ELL Teacher
Training Program?
When asked the question, 15 of the 23 (65%) of the administrators indicated they
felt the inservice teacher obtaining ELL endorsement from UND had benefited their
schools. They gave various reasons why the school had benefited with many responses
related to being a source of information and knowledge for the administrator and other
staff at the school. For instance, Al, a small school district administrator, stated.
She has been very helpful in giving us direction...Mainly, her direction and her
knowledge of where to get materials and what direction to go.
Along with greater knowledge about ELLs, another administrator, A 19,
appreciated the fact that the inservice teacher obtaining the ELL endorsement had
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provided “fairly extensive” professional development to the entire staff and had been
“very helpful finding curriculum.”
In addition, A23 indicated the inservice ELL teachers were “better advocates for
the ELL students” because of their knowledge regarding how to teach a second language
and “how to work with second language students.”
Other less common responses given by administrators about how the school had
benefited from the inservice teacher obtaining the ELL endorsement were to provide
“assistance on evaluation of students [and working] with our special ed. unit in
cooperation to assist them” (A5), providing “greater awareness of the issues that are
involved with ESL programs and kids that come to school” (A6), bringing “new ideas in”
(A 15), assisting the school in following “the guidelines in the requirements to the state”
(A21), and providing “individual instruction to our kids” (A22).
Some administrators openly admitted they felt the inservice ELL teacher knew
more about meeting ELL needs than they or their staff did (A 13, A17, A18). For
example, A18 noted,
...before [the two ESL teachers] got here...they [the regular education
teachers],. .were drawing straws on what to do and didn’t really know what to do
with ESL students because they’ve never had them before.
A18 also indicated she or he and the school had received direction from the
director of the UND ELL Teacher Training Program, Dr. Anne Walker, prior to getting
direction from the two inservice ELL teachers in training at UND.
Of the remaining 6 administrators, 5 administrators (e.g., 3 from large districts
and 2 from small districts) gave rather ambiguous responses or noted it was too soon to
tell if there was any benefit because the school either did not have any ELL students
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and/or the teacher had not been there long enough. For example, A4, whose school
population is predominantly Native American, commented,
I’m not sure, to be honest, because the teacher taking the ESL course, teaches
Spanish.. .1 would say at this point, probably minimal.
Only one administrator, A8, gave a predominantly negative response. Even
though A8 thought the inservice teacher obtaining ELL endorsement had the knowledge,
A8 indicated she or he did not feel the school had benefited because this particular
teacher had not shared much information with the staff in the administrator’s building
and A8 noted the school had not “seen a lot of leadership from [the inservice ELL
teacher].”
Interview Question Five: In what ways does your school welcome ELL students
and embrace their culture?
This question was developed to ascertain the administrator’s attitude or perception
about how well the ELL students’ cultures and languages were celebrated within the
context of the school setting. Of the 23 administrators interviewed, very few shared
experiences that would suggest the entire school embraced the ELL students’ cultures and
languages in a systemic way.
A3 and A18 indicated their schools did not do anything above the normal
welcome provided to all students because the number of ELL students in their buildings
was low. A3 reasoned,
...They [other schools in this district] probably do more in the area of celebrations
and so forth than we do in this particular building just because our numbers are
small...
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Although only a few administrators indicated doing nothing above what they
would do with any other new student in their school, many of the administrators gave
responses that were more “on the surface” or a “superficial” way of embracing the ELL
students’ language/culture rather than making it a deeper, systemic part of the school’s
culture. For example, some administrators indicated they let the students wear their
traditional dress/garb to school (A8, A9, A14), one noted they tried to make the ELL
parents feel welcome at registration and connect these families with other ELL families
in the community (A 14), one administrator stated the district offered Seeking Educational
Equity and Diversity (SEED) training for teachers to learn about the different
cultures/languages and had resources in each of the buildings for staff (A23), one stated
the school had a cultural fair that she or he did not attend (A17), and three stated they felt
hiring quality ELL staff was important (A15, A21, A23). Several administrators stated
teachers allowed students to share their cultures or had parents and other family members
come in and talk to individual classes about their culture/language (Al, A8, A15, A16,
A 18, A20). A6 and A22 noted they try to embrace the ELL student and make them feel
welcome by assigning them a mentor or a peer buddy, as well as a teacher or student who
speaks that student’s language.
Two administrators felt the school could do a better job of welcoming ELLs and
embracing their culture. A8 shared,
I don’t know that we’ve done as good of a job at that as we could... We do a lot of
things with just overall respect for diversity and differences. Our PTA really
hasn’t really embraced the fact that we’ve got kids that.. .can’t get here. There
haven’t been things like parents driving them to make sure they get to events.. .1
know some of the schools have done big cultural event days. We haven’t done a
lot with that. I think we’ve.. .tried to help them fit in which is what most of them
want...
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Like A8, A1 did not think her or his school did enough to embrace the culture and
language of the ELL students in their schools. For instance, A1 stated,
.. .1 believe we need to embrace their culture, we need to do those things. 1 think
as a school we aren’t aware enough to always do that...
One administrator, A9, did not really answer the question and perceived the ELL
student having a different language or culture in her or his school were “barriers” rather
than a focus on how the school welcomed or embraced the ELL culture/language. For
example, A9 stated,
I think.. .the one barrier that we face is that, as soon as you go on to something,
you do have to say a little bit good-bye to some of your traditions and dress. I
think it’s one of the barriers that we see, I think, the students and kids and I think
some of it is peer pressure in the school, are more willing to adapt to the Western
world than their parents are.. .Another barrier, to be honest with you with some of
them, is education is not a high priority to some because they’re just so darn
happy to be safe and warm and they can work.. .It isn’t right for me to say,
“You’re 16 years old. You’re going to be a failure if you drop out of school.”
Where they come from and you’re only one generation away from extreme
poverty that their parents went through.. .they’re willing to just get out there and
work. They’re just thrilled to be in an environment that’s a lot safer...
Yet another administrator, A13, perceived ELLs moving into her or his district
would create negativity in the community, even though she or he would welcome new
students regardless of ethnicity because of declining enrollment. A13 lamented,
I guess like I said before, this controversy with these people coming in for the [big
project], there has been a lot of negatives—a lot of negatives. I was asked one
time what the school thought about it. Of course, with declining enrollment that
our school has and other schools have around the area, we would welcome any
students no matter what nationality they are...
Finally, A4 indicated her or his school’s embracing the language/culture of ELLs
might intensify problems with the predominantly Native American ELL population in her
or his school. A4 stated.
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That would be a tough question to answer because if you were to ask me, “Do you
have an ethnic group of the month?,” I would have to say, no, because that, in
fact, only I would say intensifies the problem... We have a special center designed
to give these students extra help.. .At graduation, we try to incorporate some of
the culture to acknowledge that it’s a big accomplishment for some of our
minority students... I would say beyond a special board, created by one of the
groups of the minority students, that’s about it...
A4’s comments did contain a contradiction, however, when she or he continued
her or his answer to the question. A4 perceived,
I would say, at our school, we’re becoming more sensitive to minority needs.
Although many administrators gave responses reflecting more superficial ways of
embracing ELLs and their culture or did not really answer the question, an exception,
A15, shared how her or his school dealt with embracing not only the ELL students’
language/culture, but everyone in the school building, including the administrators, all
teachers, janitors, school cooks, school secretaries, and anyone else who worked at that
school. A15 stated,
.. .One of the things we had done a couple of years ago that I think was such a
positive experience for us... We had the program.. .where we spent a week
intensively looking at all of our cultures, not just those of the new Americans but
the fact that almost all of us came from some other culture. We did a lot of
sharing of those cultures and celebrating of those cultures. Some of the
opportunities that our ELL kids had in that process to share some of their own
cultural experiences and so on, I think these were very eye-opening for some of
the other kids and staff. We had an excellent response to that program...It was a
real positive experience.
At the end of the interview, when probed for additional information regarding this
school’s project, A15 indicated teachers in every classroom tied culture/diversity across
the curriculum and each homeroom created a fabric square that was made into a quilt
representing all of the different cultures/countries at this particular school. The project
ended with a celebratory rally that involved unveiling a completed quilt made by PTA
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members. In addition, students, parents, and teachers brought ethnic foods for everyone
to taste and eat.
Interview Question Eight: What are your feelings about NCLB and its
requirements to give standardized tests to all ELL students?
In responding to the question, most administrators indicated they felt the NCLB
requirement to give standardized tests to all ELL students was “unfair,” but they gave
various reasons why they thought the standardized test requirement was unfair. First of
all, five administrators (Al, A8, A9, A20, A22) felt the testing was unfair because it was
in English and not in the student’s native language. For example, A22 contended:
I think it’s completely unfair...I think with No Child Left Behind saying that, it’s
almost discrimination because it’s like me trying to take a test in Spanish. I don’t
know it and I couldn’t even read it. If you can’t read the test, it’s pretty hard to be
proficient.
A8 also gave a poignant example of a bright 3rd grade ELL student who had
taken the NCLB test and scored a zero on a particular section of the test. A8 shared.
... We have a classic example of this little 3rd grade girl we had here, who is very
bright, does very well in school. She was writing a constructed response about a
picture of an apartment building on fire. The answer was having to do something
with the people in the building calling 911 and the fire department was there to
rescue the people. She wrote a beautiful sentence about a car bombing because
that’s what she knew. She got zero points because the content wasn’t what they
were looking for...
While many administrators felt the reason the ELL students should not have to
take the test because they did not speak English well, other administrators (A5, A14,
A16) indicated they felt there should be some accountability measures to make sure ELL
students were making progress, but NCLB standardized tests were not the best way to
achieve that accountability. For instance, A5, a middle school principal, stressed,
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I have a problem with No Child Left Behind...The problem I have...is they don’t
show the sequential growth of the student from the time we get them in 5th grade
until the time they leave the 8th grade. They still may not meet adequate yearly
progress by 8th grade, but I can assure you, through some of the research that
we’ve done in the past, our kids do make excellent academic strides by the time
they leave here.
Yet another reason given by administrators why NCLB standardized tests were
not fair regarding ELL students was because the administrators felt it would result in an
unfair expectation of student achievement by establishing an artificial ceiling for all
students that would make the school look like it was not meeting Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) under the NCLB guidelines (A9, A15, A17, A21). For instance, A21
purported,
.. .the districts that have a significant population of special education or ELL
students...are going to suffer significantly...the perception is going to be out
there in the community is that we’re a poor school which isn’t necessarily the
case. When you factor in our regular students, we’d probably be a pretty decent
school...We have to include all special populations. I don’t see how that’s going
to be resolved under the current situation with the law the way it is. I really do
think that the concept is good. It’s just how it’s being implemented.
Finally, A19 reasoned NCLB requirements for ELLs had to change to be fair to ELLs.
A19 surmised and predicted,
I think it’s patently unfair. That’s about it. I have high hopes that the whole No
Child Left Behind program will change. I think it will have to change over the
course of the next few years.
Interview Question Nine: Please describe your relationship with the Department
of Public Instruction in terms of providing you with information and funding for
educating English Language Learners.
When asked their perception, 15 of the 23 administrators (65%) indicated they
had little or no contact with DPI regarding ELL information and funding. Of those
78

perceiving they had little or no contact, 12 were from large school districts (75%) and 3
were from small school districts (43%).
In the larger school districts, it appeared contact with DPI regarding ELL
information and funding was conducted by either the coordinator for the district or
another administrator at the district office. Thus, the building level principals in the large
school districts had little or no contact with DPI. For instance, A8 noted,
I don’t work with the department at all. Anything we get funnels through [the
ESL coordinator].. .She works directly with the department. It’s very limited...
Of interest is the fact that of four administrators in the large schools who had
contact with DPI regarding information/funding for ELLs, three of these administrators
were either in a coordinator position or in charge of ELL funding in their districts. The
other administrator indicated having made contact, but not needing a lot of assistance
because her or his school had very few ELLs at the time of the interview.
In contrast to the large school district administrators who had very little, if any,
contact with DPI, four of the seven small school administrators not only indicated they
had contact with DPI, but also felt DPI was helpful and supportive in providing
information about ELL needs. For example, A16, a small school administrator,
commented,
I think it’s very good. I can’t say anything negative about it at all. They were
right there with every phone call, returning every phone call we needed and very
supportive. They were also very adamant on specific things that you should be
following about allowing them the use of their native languages and different
things like that... All I know, I was never denied anything I asked for with help for
them.
Only one small school administrator who had a significant amount of contact with
DPI gave a predominantly negative response regarding DPI and indicated she or he got
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more information from the ELL teacher in training and by looking for information on her
or his own. A19 candidly remarked,
.. .1 have not felt that I’ve received good clear information as far as funding is
concerned, as far as any of the paperwork has been concerned... Most of the
information that I have, any of the knowledge that I have acquired about ELL has
come through [the ESL teacher—she’s] been a real good source [and then] doing
research on my own. Most of it has not come from DPI.
Interview Question Twelve: How do you feel the culture and way of living in
North Dakota will change as a result of the increase in immigrants moving into the state?
Administrators had varying attitudes/perceptions about how the culture and way
of living would be affected by the increase of immigrants moving into North Dakota.
Although some administrators perceived there would be no change as a result of
increasing immigration, many indicated they were “hopeful” immigrants had brought
about positive changes to the culture and way of living; however, there were also some
administrators who felt the immigrants may be viewed negatively in their schools and
communities.
First of all, a few administrators felt there would be no changes at all, but had
different reasons for thinking this. A4 felt there would be no change because North
Dakota is, as a rule, conservative and has not been good at attracting new industry to
support the state. A7 did not feel there would be any immediate changes to the culture of
North Dakota or her or his community. A7 stated,
I don't see a change in our culture occurring at all.. .It’s going to occur over a
period of time, but that period of time is going to be long after my lifetime is
done. I’m not going to worry about that massive of a change.
Although some administrators perceived there would be little if any change, or
even a decrease in immigration (A21), several administrators felt there would be changes
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and these changes would be predominantly positive in nature. A3 stated this the most
succinctly:
I think for our students, it’s been real beneficial for them to find out about
different ethnic backgrounds, the differences, the likenesses between people, so
very definitely it's had a change and continues to impact our state.
A14 also felt there would be significant changes in the next five years. A14
thought these changes would be manageable if administrators could be looking ahead in
both small and large schools in North Dakota; however, she or he also realized this could
increase the need for resources to meet the needs of ELLs and their families. A22,
another large school administrator, felt the increase in immigration “changes somewhat
of a belief system,” but this could provide “an opportunity for people to be more
reflective on other cultures.” In addition, A22 felt these changes could provide
“opportunity for people to be educated whether they want to be or not about other
cultures.” A22 added,
... I think you can maybe say get your head out of the sand—this is the real world
and this is what we live with.. .As the future comes, I do believe.. .we’ll see that
we’ll really have to make adjustments in our schooling, in our community
offerings, in our activities we provide in the summer, a full gamut of things that
need to get better to make everybody feel welcome, feel part of the community.
A16, a small school administrator, noted seeing many changes in her or his school
and that this had been mostly a positive for the students, teachers, and community:
Well, it’s opening our kids’ eyes a lot.. .Over the last few years, it has changed so
much.. .We used to know the parents, the relatives of every student in our school,
just because everybody that grew up in [this town]—you knew oh, you’re that
one’s grandson or whatever. Not so any more. You’re lucky in some classes to
know the parents of 50% of them. It’s really changing our cultural climate a
lot...In a normal setting in [this town], you don’t find different ethnic
backgrounds, maybe five or six kids. It’s fluctuating a lot nowadays.. .The
teachers are having to adapt a lot of the lessons and maybe the curriculum and
different things along that line too, because the kids are, especially the younger
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kids, asking questions. You’re truly changing the way you’ve had to teach when
you become a multicultural school district even in rural North Dakota which you
never would have expected...
While some administrators saw mostly positives regarding the changes in culture
and increasing immigration, some pointed out both the positives and negatives that have
occurred in their school communities. A15 candidly stated seeing resistance by some in
the school and community, but also more awareness and, hopefully, more tolerance for
differences. A15 put it this way:
Right now, I think there’s a lot of resistance to the whole concept. “They’re
going to have to learn our way.” I see that a lot. To a certain extent, that’s true.
They’re going to have to do some adaptation to the majority. I also see a much
higher awareness by, at least, the people in this area of North Dakota... I certainly
think it has made us more global citizens than we were before.. .Even just those
more subliminal kind of cultural changes and so on...I don’t see it as being all of
a sudden we’re going wake up one day and we’re all going to be assimilated...I’m
not sure that would necessarily be the best thing either. Hopefully, what it will
produce is a higher level of tolerance for other people and their way of seeing the
world. Hopefully.
A23, like A16, was also hopeful that cultural changes due to increasing
immigration would be viewed positively in the school and community at large. A23
advocated for the term “international student” as opposed to “refugee student” and
seemed distressed that some individuals in the community did not understand the refugee
program and how it works. A23 was also hopeful that the community would be more
welcoming and accepting of immigrants in the future.
A19, a small school administrator, felt culture changes could be positive, but
interestingly, A1 and A19 both made similar comments regarding what happens to some
of the Hispanic population of ELLs when these students get older. For instance, A19
shared this perception:
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I think, by and large, it’s a positive change. We tend to be a little insular, well, a
lot insular. I think that kids are so accepting. They just accept the Hispanic kids
as part of their friendship group. I don’t see it becomes any sort of problem
except, once in a while as they get into the latter years of middle school, I see
sometimes there’s some breaking away...Sometimes, by the time they are about
13 or 14, they just may have somewhat of an attitude that the other kids find a
little tough to deal with...
A6 indicated uncertainty about whether the school or community had changed as
a result of increasing immigration, but felt that she or he had benefited from it personally.
On the other hand, she or he perceived it may be difficult for newcomers to fit into her or
his school’s community. A6 reflected,
... [This] is a very conservative city and kind of a homegrown city. If you grew
up here, you’re kind of on top of the hill... I think that [this city] could be an
accepting place but yet a difficult place to really move and feel like you’re part of
the community initially.. .That’s my perspective. I could be wrong.
A9, on the other hand, felt there would always be changes, but these changes
might be more difficult for immigrants moving into a larger metropolitan area than in a
smaller community. A9, however, seemed to be comparing ELLs of today to immigrants
from Europe who came to America earlier. A9 stated,
I think it will always change. I don’t think that’s always necessarily bad.. .You go
across the state and there’s pockets of the German/Russians [who] are holed up
and customs and traditions in certain communities are borne from customs that
people brought with them. Some of those that have more people in those
communities tend to [have] traditions [that] seem to live on longer. You get into a
bigger metropolitan area like we are here [and] some of those customs get a little
bit more awash with the area. I think they’re probably still there in places of
worship based on your background... I think some of those customs live on a little
bit longer.
Interview Question Thirteen: What do you feel is the responsibility of ELL
students and their families when they move to America and go to American schools?
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When asked this question, two predominant themes emerged from the data. First,
there was a suggestion that the ELL students and their families should learn the
expectations, rules, and policies that govern American schools and society. The second
response with the most consensus was that the students, and especially the parents,
should learn English. In regards to the parents learning English, six administrators gave
critical responses related to this topic alone. Other less common administrator
perceptions were that the ELL students and their parents should conform or assimilate
into the American culture and try to understand it better.
First of all, the most prominent theme to emerge had to do with ELL students and
their families learning the rules, expectations, and policies of American schools and
society. A2 noted she or he would expect students coming to her or his school “to live up
to our expectations, our policies, our rules...” A22 gave a similar response:
This is hard for me, but part of me feels like they need to conform. That’s a harsh
word maybe; however, what I mean is they need to be able to jump through hoops
and follow rules and expectations just like everybody else. Even though they may
have differences in culture and differences in language, that doesn't give them the
right to not follow the rules, policies, and guidelines that have been set forth by
our school districts...
A20 expressed that learning school rules was “essential” to both the ELL students
and parents. A8, like A20, felt it was the school’s responsibility to educate the ELL
parents about rules and expectations in American schools; however, A8 also seemed to
recognize individuals in American schools who work with ELL students/families need to
be cognizant of differing customs when dealing with ELLs and “not assume” the ELLs or
their parents know what their responsibility is in American schools. A8 surmised,
... [Their] schools are run differently than they are here. The parents aren’t
always encouraged to be involved. Then you come into a place where you don’t
84

understand a word that anybody’s saying—to me that has to be very
intimidating... We want them to be responsible; but yet, as a society, we’re not
really doing very much to help them become that way. If I call.. .Almost every
time, they come.. .They seem willing, but there aren’t a lot of opportunities for
them.. .They’re not really meeting a group of people who also are thinking the
school's really a place to spend time.
A5 commented in a similar fashion to A8 and added schools needed “to work with the
families to make them feel welcome when they come in the door and adequately inform
them of the programs and what’s available...”
The second major theme to emerge from the data suggested that the biggest
responsibility for ELLs and/or their parents was to learn English (A3, Al l , A23, A10,
A15,A17). A3 commented,
Well, I certainly think one of the responsibilities is to learn our language. I also
believe strongly in the importance of retaining their own language. I think that’s
wonderful that these children can be bilingual. But, to be as successful as
possible in our schools, I do think that it is their responsibility to become involved
in, be they an adult or a child, an English-speaking class. It’s just a must.
A10 and A17 both discussed their frustration working with ELL parents who do
not speak English. For example, A10 remarked,
... When you have a challenging student trying to communicate with those
parents, it drives you right up a wall. It’s tough. It takes you two weeks
sometimes to get to the bottom of the problem because you can’t just call them up
and say, “We need to deal with this.’’
A17 seemed to expect the ELL parents to acquire English at a much more rapid
rate, stating, “.. .the frustration is the parents who have been here for a couple years, and I
still can’t communicate with them in English.” A17 further contended it was the ELL
parent’s responsibility to learn English and added, “It’s not going to happen through us.
You’re going to have to work hard at it.” A17 also felt the parents needed to realize that

they “could probably go further in America while they’re here if they themselves take on
that responsibility.”
A9 noted ELLs and their families should “be ready to assimilate” into American
culture and not “snub” their noses if they wanted to be accepted into American society if
they were “going to be welcomed into society.” A21, like A9, indicated ELL students
and their families should adapt to the American culture “without losing their own cultural
identity” and “not alienate themselves” because this creates “a problem for themselves
and their kids.”
Some administrators gave responses that were exceptions to the major themes that
evolved from the data for interview question thirteen. For instance, A1 and A19, whose
ELL populations were also Hispanic, had the opposite viewpoint of A21. A1 noted.
Well, with all the Hispanic families that I have worked with, they are the most
respectful, most appreciative, most warm people. When they come to the office
to register, they are just, I don’t know how to explain it. I think they are so
grateful that we are taking their children in and doing the best we can. I think
their responsibilities are to continue to be good parents to their kids, like any other
parents, I guess.
A16 also felt very positively about the ELLs in her or his school. She or he noted
the ELLs should keep their heritage and thought the other parents in her or his school
could learn from some of the ELL families she or he had worked with in her or his
school. A16 shared these insights:
Honestly, retain their heritage. I think that is so important. You find out that a lot
of the cultures that we get in, family is the number one priority in their lives. I’ve
never seen so many parents—a lot of our parents in [this school] could take a
lesson from some of those families in the amount of involvement that they have
with their kids and the things that they do with them...
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Interview Question Fourteen: Do you have any stories or anecdotes to tell about
how ELL students/families have been received in your community or by the staff in your
school?
When analyzing the stories and anecdotes that were shared by administrators,
many administrators noted they had mostly positive stories/anecdotes to share. However,
these same administrators often told a story or shared an anecdote that either indicated an
experience for the ELL student(s) that suggested the student(s) had a behavioral or
emotional problem or a story that suggested the ELL student(s) had felt discriminated
against by other students in the school. There were also stories/anecdotes shared that
reflected experiences with some ELL parents/families that were considered problematic
by the administrator or others in the school/community.
Most administrators had at least one story to share, while some shared several
stories/anecdotes, giving specific details about each incident (e.g., knew the names of the
students and/or families, remembered exact information). It should be noted when
administrators were unable to think of any stories/anecdotes initially, additional probes
were often used by the investigator to try and elicit more information from them based on
things they had talked about earlier in the interview. Many administrators were also
asked at the end of each question if they had had mostly positive, negative, or a
combination of experiences with ELL students/families. This additional probe was added
after the first three interviews when it was noted by the investigator that some
administrators had information, but were reluctant to share it. For instance, A3 indicated,
at first, that there were no specific stories or anecdotes, but when queried for more
information and told this would be kept off the record, A3 did share a story that was
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negative in nature. A4 was also asked if there were more positive than negative
experiences, and, like A3, A4 indicated there were more positives, but A4 also shared a
negative story about an experience with an ELL parent that was strikingly similar to A3’s
response.
Unlike A3 and A4 who were reluctant to share stories regarding ELLs and their
families, A10 willingly shared a story about an ELL parent. A10 remarked,
...a teacher once told me about a Bosnian family that came in. [The teacher] had
a TV sitting on a cart. [The ELL parent] wanted to take the TV with him. The
teacher said, “No, it stays here.” It was so surprising to [the teacher]. [The
teacher] told all of us.. .“You know, it wasn’t being used, so he thought he could
take it with him...”
A17 was not sure she or he could think of any specific anecdotes, but A17 also
made comments that suggested working with ELL parents was a “challenge” and how
some ELL parents who do not speak English have been frustrating to work with,
especially when dealing with ELL student behavioral issues. Interestingly, A6 stated she
or he had mostly positive experiences with ELLs, but shared a story about an ELL
student who was having difficulty “fitting in” and had been sent back to his country
because of some behavioral issues in A6’s school. A6 noted,
.. .He came up here and spoke no English at all.. .He made significant gains in
regard to his English language.. .Things kind of fell apart because he was having a
hard time fitting in with the students. He just couldn’t find his niche...He had
some issues in his homeland...there was some violence involved, so there were
family issues.. .While he was here, he was very pleasant, but some of those
behaviors started to surface again, so he was sent back...he just couldn’t get over
those issues of moving to a whole new place, a whole new culture, trying to fit in,
and had to move back...
A22, like A6, stated that most of her or his experiences with ELLs were positive,
but alluded to some experiences that reflected the ELL’s behavior in the school setting
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was inappropriate or had gotten the ELL student in trouble. A22’s first story suggested
an ELL who initially had difficulty fitting in, but later was accepted by the other students
in his class. The second story involved a popular ELL Spanish-speaking student teaching
other students how to swear in his language. The third story was shared after A22 was
queried by the investigator if there were more positive experiences than negative at this
school. Although A22 indicated most experiences with ELLs were “very, very positive,”
A22 stated this was “a bad year to ask that question” and then discussed a story about an
ELL student in trouble with the law who was given in-school suspension during that
school year.
A18 had only negative experiences to share and discussed specific details about
the ELL students/families in A18’s school. A18 shared that there was an Office for Civil
Right’s (OCR) complaint filed by one particular family. When A18 was asked an
additional probe by the investigator, “Would you say, for the most part, your experiences
with your ELL population has been more positive or more negative or would you say it's
been fairly neutral?,” A18 stated,
I would have to say negative. The reason I say negative is because of the Office
of Civil Rights.. .1 guess I’ve learned a lot with ESL because of that problem...
A8 and A22 both recalled both positive and negative stories, but noted most
experiences were positive over the years. A8 also shared more than one story and was
able to recall specific details. A8 shared this positive story:
.. .1 get attacked in the grocery store all of the time. Yelling down the halls. They
come running at m e.. .one of our ELL teachers pointed that out to me that, in
Bosnia, they shopped in their neighborhoods. They would never see someone
from their school at their market because that wasn’t the neighborhood that the
director of their school had been. For them to see me at their grocery store, that's
a really big deal...
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Both A8 and A14 gave poignant responses about some of the difficulties the ELL
parents have faced when they moved to the United States, like having to work at
minimum wage jobs even though these parents were “educated people” (A8) and the
school needing to assist “families with clothing items, food, trying to help them with
living arrangements” (A 14) because these families had nothing when they arrived in
America. In addition, A14 felt her or his experiences with ELLs were “much more
positive” and that the ELL teacher being there over a period of time was an advantage at
this school because of the opportunity to build relationships with the ELL students and
their families. A15 had a powerful learning experience occur between ELL students and
the other students at A15’s school when ELL students felt discriminated against and gave
much of the credit to the ELL teacher for resolving the issue. A15 had this to say:
... We had a couple of incidents.. .where some of the ELL kids felt, at least, that
they had been discriminated against by some of the other students. [Our] ELL
teacher there, had encouraged them, instead of responding in their physical way
that they had originally thought might be a good idea, to write it out. She had the
kids write a play on what they’d experienced and acted out the various parts of
that. Then they developed scenes about ways that they could deal with that and
things they could do. They got a video camera. They taped this whole play. In
fact, we showed [it to the whole school]. I know, in one of the scenes, they came
bursting into my office to talk to me. I was the one who had the two sets of kids
in my office trying to work these things out with them, which is something we’ve
experienced for real. They’d seen it happen. I think that was very affirming for
them and really did help them take a look at some other ways of doing things. I
thought [the ELL teacher] did a great job with that whole program.. .They were
writing a script; they were improving their English skills; they were doing some
conflict resolution; they were building their self-esteem by being stars and doing
their own movie. It was really a nice project. I was really impressed with the job
they did on that. There was one scene that really was a good way to handle what
could have been kind of a negative. By the time they were done with this, they
had moved well beyond this whole issue. It was gone.

A9 shared a story that involved the entire school staff getting involved in assisting
some ELL students at A9’s school and helping some ELL students get “used materials’"
to set up an apartment. Interestingly, A12 had the opposite take on the school and
community assisting an ELL family in A12’s school. A12 alluded to the school and
community rallying around an ELL family only because the family was going to be in the
community for a very short period of time and hinted if the ELL family would have
stayed longer, there likely would have been a different outcome for the ELL family.
A12 noted,
.. .1 think if [the staff and community] had been led to believe [the ELL family]
were staying forever, it would have been seen as—we don’t want to make [that
ELL family] more comfortable...
A1 and A19 both had positive experiences with their ELL students/families and
both shared specific details. A1 mentioned ELLs getting involved in athletics and also
touched on how this school has made use of resources in the school and community to
assist ELLs and their families. A19 noted how the migrants and local community have
begun “mixing” cultures and that this has helped the Hispanics become more accepted in
her or his community. Like A16, Al, and A19, A20 and A23 had several positive
stories/anecdotes to share. For instance, A23 said,
.. .One of our boys.. .from Somalia.. .He’s on the first string of the basketball
team.. .1 went to see him play.. .This was the first time I had seen so many ESL
kids at a basketball game. It was because one of theirs was in sports, [ELL
student’s name] who really does go between the two cultures. He can be an
American on the basketball team and he was flirting with the Somalia girls and
the Sudanese just like I’m sure he flirts with the American girls. Kids can go
between different cultures...I hope he flourishes. I said, “It’s wonderful that
you’re getting our ESL kids to the game.” I guess that might be one thing how it
has made a difference...
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Finally, A5 shared this humorous story about an ELL family when she or he had
been an administrator in another community. This perfectly illustrated how things taken
for granted in America are not necessarily things ELLs and their families have been
exposed to in their former country. A5 recalled with a smile:
I just remember one. It was kind of humorous. This was one that was in another
community. We had some ESL and these kids did not speak any English at all.
We hired an ESL teacher to communicate with them. Someone brought it to my
attention that they don’t shut their lights off at home at night. Now, we weren’t
quite sure whether they knew where the light switches were or if they were scared
of the dark or what. We had the ESL teacher go to their house and explain some
things about electricity and heating and cooling and that type of thing. It’s
something that we would have never thought of. The kids were wonderful kids.
They were eager to come to school and everything, but it was a change for them
because, where they came from, they did not have electricity. That was the
reason their lights were on at night.
Summary of the Data Analysis for
Research Question One
Interview data that assessed attitudes/perceptions alluded to administrators’
having mostly positive regard for the inservice professionals working on their ELL
endorsement and the contributions these individuals brought to the school regarding ELL
needs. There were mixed responses of positive and negative views regarding whether or
not ELLs and their families would change the culture and way of living in North Dakota
and when administrators were asked to share stories/anecdotes about ELLs and/or their
families. Of interest is the fact that when pressed for additional information about stories
and anecdotes, administrators had a tendency to generate more negative stories. There
was a trend toward more negative attitudes/perceptions when administrators were asked
questions related to NCLB mandates for ELLs. The one question that generated the most
overtly negative responses was related to responsibilities of ELLs and their families when
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they come to America and go to American schools. On this question, most administrators
felt that ELLs and their families should learn the rules, expectations, and policies in
American schools and ELLs and their families should learn English. The problems of
ELLs and their families not learning English came up in other questions, as well, with
administrators perceiving this created challenges, barriers, and problems for the
administrator and the school.
Presentation of the Data Results Pertaining
to Research Question Two
Interview Question Two: How do you feel ELL students will learn best in your
school?
When asked this question, there were a variety of responses with several
administrators admitting that they were not really sure if what they were doing was the
best approach to helping ELLs learn in their schools. The most consensus between
administrators involved using a combination of mainstreaming and some sort of pullout
services (i.e., one-on-one, Title One, work with an Aide, work with ELL teacher, and/or a
combination of these). Some administrators felt total immersion would be the best way
for ELLs to learn (n=3), and some noted it would be important to provide some sort of
language experience to ELL students to assist their learning (n=4). As with
attitude/perception questions, however, some administrators again focused their
responses to the question on problems related to ELLs learning in their schools rather
than how they would learn best.
To begin with, the most prominent theme to emerge from data on this knowledge
question suggested ELLs would learn best using a combination of pullout and immersion
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in the regular education classroom. For example, A17, an elementary school
administrator, stated,
Well, the system we have right now is probably an hour, hour and a half, of
pullout and the rest is kind of an immersion.. .That’s what we have right now to
offer. It’s about what we have. Is it the best system? I don’t know. I think we’re
always struggling in that area.
A22, a middle school principal, noted she or he thought ELL students only needed
pullout support when they first came into the school provided there was a lot of support
from the ELL teacher. In addition, when answering this question, A22 was one of the
few administrators who mentioned an advocate would be beneficial to provide a support
system for not just the ELL students, but also their parents.
A group of four administrators felt the best way for students to learn was by
providing them with programming to improve their language skills (A5, A15, A19, A23).
A 19, whose ELL population was all Hispanic migrant students, felt that learning the
language was a major issue and added pullout was also a necessary ingredient for
success. A19 stated,
I guess I think with a lot of experience to language—as much language as
possible. I think, personally, I think it’s good for them to have a mixture of
pullout and in the regular classroom as much as possible. I think, they need some
one-on-one instruction desperately. We try to provide that—lots of reading, lots
of writing, as much speech as possible. I would say that’s what our intention is
anyway.
A23, whose school population was a mixture of ELLs, also felt learning basic
language was important, along with a “hands-on” approach. A15 also noted the
importance of intensive language instruction for ELLs and, like A23, had a concern ELLs
did not receive enough support before they were removed from ELL services. A15
indicated,

... Sometimes, I feel like we may be throwing them to the wolves a little too soon.
We put them into a fully-integrated program before they can really understand
even what’s going on. I wish I had the answer to that.. .1 don’t think I’m the only
one who’s had these concerns...
Yet another way for ELLs to learn best was indicated by A 14, who mentioned it
would be important for the ELL teacher(s) to collaborate with the regular education staff.
A20 reiterated the importance of collaboration and was one of the few administrators,
when asked this question, to bring up the importance of staff development for the entire
school regarding ELL needs. A20 purported.
Our students learn best at [this school] by the crucial relationship with all of our
staff members.. .working together to serve that group, because we have provided
wonderful inservice to our full staff, not just to our ELL staff person, in a real
collegial manner... We all have to work together.
Besides numerous and varied responses about how ELLs would learn best in their
respective schools, there were some administrators who mentioned why ELLs would
likely not learn well in their schools and focused their responses more on problems/issues
that might impede ELL student learning. For instance, A8 noted the problems of not
having enough time or money:
One of the big issues that we’ve had, especially with our brand new students, is
that they get very limited service time.. .The time and the money factor is a big
reason why.
A10 added her or his ELL teacher needed more time to work with students and
regular education teachers so these teachers could gain more confidence in working with
ELLs. A10 stated,
.. .our regular ed staff.. .have a lot of questions about what they should be doing.
They feel like they aren’t always getting to them or they’re concerned they’re not
doing a good enough job for our ESL kids. They just need some reassurance from
our other specialists, the ESL specialists, of what to do and how to help them...

Yet another problem perceived by A21, A 14, and A17 was how transient the ELL

populations were in their schools. Lor instance, A21 indicated,
The problem that we’ve run into is the fact that a majority of them are not with us
the bulk of the year. By the time we get the testing done and start addressing their
needs through the title program, it’s almost time for them to take off and they go
south. The bulk of them are gone by October—end of October.
In addition, all of the large districts with the exception of two from the western
part of North Dakota indicated many of their ELL students came from diverse
backgrounds, spoke little English when they came, and often had parents who did not
speak any English. These same schools also had widely fluctuating ELL populations
during the school year so it was difficult to plan programming needs, as these ELL
students and their families had a tendency to move often within the districts and/or into
other surrounding districts.
Interview Question Three: How has your district educated ELL students in the
past?
Based on responses, most administrators in both small and large schools across
North Dakota indicated having ELLs in their respective schools was a relatively new
phenomenon and that much of the ELL population growth had occurred rapidly within
the last 5-10 years. Most of the large schools noted having increases of diverse ELL
students in their schools and, because of this, the ELL programs were evolving over time
in their districts.
When asked how each of their schools had educated ELLs in the past, there were
a variety of responses from administrators with some not knowing to others giving long,
detailed explanations. However, most school administrators recalled the school starting
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out with some type of non-certified staff and moving toward getting endorsed ELL staff
in their schools by the time of the interviews.
Three administrators (A2, A6, A8) noted the ELLs in their schools were
completely mainstreamed when entering their schools in the past and this likely was not
the best approach. For instance, A2 noted.
Basically, just mainstreamed into our classes and just the absorption of what goes
on, cross your fingers and hope they learn. So, it’s come a long way.
A number of administrators stated their schools initially addressed ELL student
needs by accessing title money or hiring an ELL tutor/paraprofessional. A10 and A19
noted, in the past, tutors or bilingual paraprofessionals worked individually with ELLs
when ELL numbers were low, and, as numbers increased, these schools started hiring
certified ELL teachers. A19, whose ELL population was homogenous, stated their ELL
program had also evolved over time like AlO’s. A19’s school started by hiring a
bilingual paraprofessional, next a classroom reduction person, and, finally, the UND ELL
student teacher. A18’s remarks were similar to AlO’s and A19’s, in that the school
started out with a tutor. A18’s school eventually hired a certified ELL teacher; however,
A18 noted the difficulty of this when there was such a low incidence of ELLs in the
school (e.g., only three ELL students).
A9 stated the ELL population in that district had “ballooned” over the past six
years and that this district was “learning on the fly” and “expanding based on the need.”
A9 felt many of the ELL students/families in this district came from a neighboring
district that had a large ELL population. A9 also noted this had created “new problems”
for the district. A9 said,
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Well, there was a time when I started here our minority students alone fit on one
piece of paper—that was six years ago. That has ballooned. I would say, in the
past, we haven't educated ESL kids because we just haven’t had them. They
haven't—I think they come to the area mostly in the [neighboring] public schools.
Again, you start with someone you know and your family is from the area. That’s
why you’re probably moving to the area. You probably get housing in their
neighborhood or close to them. Then, your kids attend a similar school. That has
since moved our way a little bit and that has expanded quite a bit. We’re learning
on the fly. We were presented with new problems.. .We have gone from one
teacher to two—two full-time working in that area. We’ve expanded based on the
need that we’ve had...
A17, a large school elementary administrator, started out by explaining how the
ELL program was currently run and then shared how it was in the past. While answering
the question, A17 was queried by the investigator if the ELL students were a mixed group
of cultures/languages or homogenous and A17 responded, “They’re mixed. We’re a
really mixed group.” A17 also noted her or his teachers were “always feeling guilty”
because of not knowing what to do or having the time to meet the ELLs’ needs in the
regular education classroom. In a similar vein to A17, A14, another large school
administrator, stated there was a “struggle with the classroom teachers not knowing what
to do” in this district. A14 also noted the early ELL program was a “hit and miss”
approach like A6 had commented, but had “evolved tremendously.”
Interestingly, A16, a small school administrator, remarked in another question
that the ELL population in that district had increased over the past few years, just like
was indicated by many of the large school administrators. A16’s school, like the larger
schools, appeared to be scrambling for resources to assist the newly arrived ELLs. A16
also indicated she or he pursued ELL professional development in an effort to assist the
ELLs and teachers in her or his district.
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A5 appeared to be quite knowledgeable about the ELLs in her or his school and
stated she or he had actually written a book in an effort to assist the staff in working with
the ELLs’ in her or his school. A5 had also accessed grant and title money to hire tutors
to work with ELLs. Unlike A5, some administrators had little knowledge of how ELLs
were educated in their schools in the past (A ll, A22) and one noted it was just very
recently that her or his school had any ELLs (A12) at all. For example, A22 noted,
You know, other than the model that I’m familiar with now, I don’t know. I
honestly—before I came to [this school], I had no experience with ELL or ESL
kids. The only model that I know of is where we have one person in the district
that is responsible for it. She uses students and paraeducators that have been
trained in ELL to provide the services to kids...
Of all the administrators interviewed, A23’s school appeared to have the most
sophisticated, long-running ELL program. A23 noted extensive training had been
provided for both ELL teachers and regular education teachers, but more frequently for
ELL teachers. A23 shared,
... [since] we started this program, we have had monthly [ELL teacher]
inservices... We also have offered classes to mainstream teachers. That hasn’t
been such an ongoing basis, but we also have brought people in.. .who have
taught to mainstream as well as ESL teachers...
Interview Question Four: What do you see as the biggest obstacles in
implementing a quality ELL program in your school/school district?
When looking at interview data based on this question, the overwhelming
majority of administrators indicated the biggest obstacle(s) were either lack of
money/funding (n=9) or lack of trained/qualified staff (n=9). For instance, A3 mentioned
both in her or his answer:
.. .are there adequate funds available, are there adequate number of teachers
available, as far as certification...
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A4, A6, and A8 all noted more funding was needed to educate ELLs, as well as

more recognition for the need across the state of North Dakota. A4 responded,
I think the biggest obstacle would be money. It’s tough enough right now to
make do with what we have. I think we’re typical of most schools in North
Dakota in that, over time, we’re going to be asked to do more with less...
Several administrators indicated they would hire more ELL staff if they had extra
funding because they felt the staff they currently had was not enough to meet the ELL
demands in their schools. For example, A19, a small school administrator, contended,
...If we had unlimited funds, I would like to hire one more person full-time. That
would be ideal...the person here who teaches Title I and who is the ELL person,
works with those kids to a large extent. She has a lot of students to work with as
well. It’s a little challenge. She’s a busy girl.
Another small school administrator, A18, pointed out how difficult it was to hire a
qualified ELL teacher when there was such a low incidence of ELL students. A18 noted,
.. .1 think the biggest one was trying to find a qualified staff person. When you
only have three students and it’s only supposed to be—it’s not supposed to take
away from their other part of the day. What do you do with a teacher who is ESL
certified when you’ve got one or three kids and it’s only an hour a day? That was
our biggest problem is trying to find someone to go back and get an ESL
certification.
Some administrators noted they had a fear they would not be able to find highly
qualified ELL teachers, as the NCLB law mandates. A10 stated it best:
I think having a licensed person, because now that’s required.. .you used to be
able to just take a regular ed. teacher and pull them in. You knew, if they were
strong in the reading areas and math areas, this is a person that might do well with
these students. Now, we have to have them licensed; therefore, it limits the
number of people you can use...
Yet another large school administrator, A15, discussed concerns related to
keeping quality ELL teachers in the profession. In addition, A12 noted that the pay
schedule in North Dakota was too low to keep good, qualified ELL staff in the state.
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Besides lack of money and trained, qualified staff, the next biggest obstacle
mentioned was concern over how to get ELL parents more involved in their child’s
education (n=5). A14 noted this in a proactive way:
.. .It’s not just the ESL teacher.. .1 think it’s working together and understanding it
can be accomplished. Understanding you need to call the parents. You need to
communicate as effectively as you can. Call them in for meetings. Use [the]
resources you have with your ESL-trained staff. Get the interpreters in and do
whatever you can to let the families feel welcome to your school. Also, to let the
children know that they’re just like everybody else. We hold them accountable,
but we want them to have fun here, too. Try to teach them how to do that. I think
the third thing is to work with the other parents also in your area, your community
where your school is and let them know we are all one big family...
Interestingly, the other administrators who brought parent involvement up as an
obstacle mentioned some negative aspects of this. For example, A5 stated,
The biggest hurdle we have is getting the parents to work with their students at
home. A lot of times the only education that’s done is here in the school. When
the kids come home a lot of time there’s no one there to help them...
As with other data related to attitude/perception questions, A17 and A22 both
discussed frustration with getting in contact with parents who do not speak English. A21
talked about how the parents in her or his district took advantage of the system. A21,
whose ELL population was predominantly Hispanic, initially stated the biggest obstacle
was not having enough time with the ELL students because they are transient and leave
in the middle of the school year and then added some “migrant families know how to
work the programs, the federal programs” and “take advantage of being gone over the
transition.” Thus, some migrant students would leave A21 ’s school in October and not
start school down south until January 1. A21 also noted the difficulty of locating records
for students when these same students returned in the fall.
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Other obstacles that were mentioned by at least three administrators for each
problem were (a) not having guidance in how to develop an ELL program, (b) regular
education teachers not knowing how to work effectively with ELLs in their classrooms,
and (c) having increasing numbers of ELL students to work with than in the past.
Interview Question Six: What would be the job responsibilities of an ELL teacher
in your school?
Analysis of interview data pertaining to ELL teacher job responsibilities strongly
suggested that administrators held the ELL teachers in their schools with high regard.
However, the administrator’s expectations of what the ELL teacher was doing or could
do might create a perception of unrealistic expectations on the part of the administrator,
as well as cause possible overload and burnout for the ELL teacher.
First of all, when looking at the data broken down based on what each
administrator said the job responsibilities were in the 23 different schools, numerous job
roles were mentioned, several of them just once. A14, who had two ELL teachers in her
or his building, appeared to have a good handle on what her of his ELL teachers were
doing. A 14 stated,
...We’re really concentrating hard on the time we put into working with those
students and how we can incorporate things back into the classroom, back and
forth. With No Child Left Behind too, we’re also trying to do different things to
help those children be ready for certain testing requirements and just helping do
as much as we can with the curriculum and the different things that we have in
store for them. Other than that, which is a big part of their day, our ESL teachers
assist with setting up meetings, contacting interpreters, working with our ESL
district coordinator to set up special family functions. I know our ESL teachers
have done many home visits with myself. We’ve gone to the different homes to
talk to parents... Our teachers just do a lot of calling home. ..and assisting the
teachers with ideas.. .they can do in the room—being a good resource, which is so
important. We have our ESL teachers assisting the lunch room when they have
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time. They go outside. They set up special events. You name it—they’re just
everybody else. They do it all.
A20 and A15, two other large school administrators, also seemed to recognize
that the role of the ELL teacher encompassed a wide range of duties that goes beyond the
scope of a regular teaching job. In addition, A15 appeared to recognize that the job
responsibilities of the ELL teacher in her or his building may be unrealistic and
overwhelming, as these involved not only meeting the students’ academic needs, but also
entailed assisting those students with personal issues and being a mediator between the
ELL student and the regular classroom teacher and the parents. A15 surmised the ELL
teachers:
...not only need to be teaching.. .academics but they are expected to deal with the
personal and academic issues of those kids. They are expected to be the
go-between between the kids and the staff. They are expected to be the
go-between between the parents and the school. They have a lot of non-specified
duties that tend to go with the job that are probably not spelled out in their
contract that simply are an expectation of the people in those positions. I think
there are times that creates an overload for those people. I think it also creates
some tension about how much of this is my job? Again, the staff we had there
was so focused on the kids’ needs that they willingly did those things. I know
there were times that they felt kind of over-extended as a result of all the things
that were expected of them.
Besides the fact that it appeared ELL teachers were expected to do many things in
each of these schools, another concern was the fact that some of these ELL teachers had
other job responsibilities (e.g., teaching another subject part-time) they were doing within
the district besides teaching ELL students.
Of the ELL teacher job responsibilities listed, the two responsibilities that
received the most consensus amongst the administrators were collaborating with and/or
educating the regular classroom teacher about ELL needs (n=10). The next highest job
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responsibilities where there was some consensus were providing one-on-one or small
group instruction in a pullout setting (n=7), setting up and/or coordinating ELL students’
schedules (n=7), testing ELL students to determine if they qualified for ELL services
(n=5), being a mediator between the ELL student and the regular teacher/parents (n=5),
and working with English language/vocabulary development (n=4).
Other less often mentioned job responsibilities of ELL teachers were (a) getting
the ELL students caught up with the rest of the students and/or supporting the ELL
students in the regular classroom; (b) helping ELL students/parents access services in the
community; (c) planning all ELL curriculum and/or grouping ELL students according to
language ability levels; (d) assisting ELL students in meeting the NCLB requirements;
(e) being “caregiver’Vparent to ELL students; (f) calling/contacting ELL parents;
(g) making contacts to previous schools ELL students were in; (h) teaching ELL students
“survival skills”; (i) setting up ELL meetings/special events; (j) contacting interpreters;
(k) working with the ESL coordinator; (1) assisting with lunchroom/playground;
(m) assisting ELL students with personal issues; (n) providing instruction to non-ELL
students about ELLs; (o) overseeing paras and other instructional aides; (p) modifying
assignments for ELLs; (q) reading tests to ELLs; (r) providing a “fair opportunity” for
ELLs so they could have the same classroom experience as other students; (s) making
home visits; (t) dealing with “safety issues” (i.e., getting ELL students on the right bus);
(u) trying to develop “seamless” services throughout the whole school; (v) helping to
develop ELL standards/benchmarks; (w) bringing home assignments to suspended
students; (x) providing on-site instruction to suspended students; (y) language
remediation; and (z) teaching regular education teachers the ELL student’s language.
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Clearly, the job responsibilities of an ELL teacher appeared to be vast in scope,
depending on what level the ELL teacher was working at, and in what capacity the school
was using that particular individual. Needless to say, the interview data did imply that
ELL teachers are expected to do much more than is in their contract. A17 stated it this
way:
Well, today, probably everything. They do a lot—really, really a lot. They’ve
become the gatekeeper of all our ESL kids.. .They’re kind of the mother hen of
those kids.
Interview Question Seven: What are the financial considerations of educating an
LEP/ELL student?
A majority of the administrators, 15 of the 23 (65%), indicated they felt that
additional money was needed to adequately meet the needs of ELL students in their
districts. A19 stated this the most succinctly:
Oh my. I’m not sure where to start with this one. There just isn’t enough funding
available currently...
A8 noted a lack of understanding by the state legislature and the federal
government about how diverse her or his school population was and how difficult it was
to fund for a population like that. A8 remarked,
.. .1 think it needs to be a funded program.. .The legislature doesn’t recognize that
need. Even federally, they don’t recognize that need.. .1 don’t think, even within
our state, they recognized how diverse our school district has become...
In the opposite direction, A12 discussed how difficult it was to justify funding for
the ELL program when there were so few students in her or his school. A20 recognized
the cost of educating ELLs is much higher, but felt this cost was well worth the effort.
A20 surmised,
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.. .School funding is really an issue, of course, for all school districts. When we
look at that aspect of our community and how they affect our community from a
financial perspective, it is an enormous, top-heavy funding issue.. .It’s highly
critical that each community that has the opportunity to register and enroll
children and families of a refugee background we really need to particularly in
North Dakota where we have declining enrollment and declining populations. We
need to tap into these people and embrace them. They truly are going to be our
community leaders as they go through our school system.
Three of the administrators from large schools (A2, A17, A22) admitted they did
not know much about ELL financing for the district and stated these types of
considerations were made at the district office level. For example, A2 noted,
I know that money is a concern because it costs additional monies for this type of
educating...I’m not sure where they’re headed. The boys at the district office will
have to figure that one out.
In other words, it did appear some large district administrators seemed to have
“spotty” or minimal knowledge of the requirements needed to finance ELL programs for
their schools because of the division of labor in the district structure. Based on
information gleaned from the question about contact with DPI, there was also a strong
suggestion that large school administrators, with the exception of the few actually in
charge of the ELL programming, had little contact with DPI and passed this
responsibility off to the ELL coordinator or other district level administrators.
Data analysis also suggested large school administrators were likely the ones who
had the most ELL students in their schools and the most ELL financial/staff resources.
However, many of the administrators in these larger schools also appeared to be “out of
the loop” in regards to ELL funding for their schools.
In contrast to large school administrators, small school administrators appeared to
be more in tune to the ELL program needs in their schools if they already had an existing

program because they were often the ones in charge of setting up the program. A18, a
small school administrator, was able to recall approximate costs of educating ELL
students in the school, as well as the costs of staff, materials, and other expenses.
Furthermore, some small school administrators had gotten quite creative in how to
educate ELLs and pay for their education with fewer resources available. For example,
A19 was queried by the investigator to divulge ways in which that school had been
creative in meeting ELL needs. A19 shared,
As far as using money creatively? Well, we recycle a lot of textbooks and
materials from various classrooms. I guess our paraprofessional, in particular, is a
real scavenger...She has quite an extensive library that she has built up over the
years. Like I said before, the language immersion part of it is pretty important.
We always try to make sure those kids are able to bring home whatever books
they want to bring home, so they can practice at home, too. Then, of course, if the
books don’t come back, you don’t feel quite as bad if there’s something that you
didn’t spend a lot of money on.
Interview Question Ten: What information do you feel your staff most needs to
help understand and educate English Language Learners? What types of professional
development would you believe to be most beneficial?
As with other questions tapping into knowledge, this particular question also
generated a “mixed bag” of responses with little consensus regarding what types of
professional development would be most beneficial to staff. The greatest consensus
involved some kind of professional development that would teach staff an overall
understanding of the culture of ELL students in their respective schools (n=6). A1 noted
experiences with ELLs in her or his school had affected her or his point of view of what
was needed. A1 added that her or his staff had difficulty communicating with the parents
and providing professional development about communication options with ELL parents
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might also be beneficial. A3 indirectly addressed the need for teachers to learn about the
culture of ELLs and discussed how her or his district had offered Seeking Educational
Equity and Diversity (SEED) training. This type of inservice introduces teachers/staff to
the different cultures, religions, languages, and backgrounds of various ELLs and has
been an ongoing, year-long course that meets once a month in A23’s district every year.
Teachers, however, are not required to take this as part of their professional development
in the district.
A8 noted her or his district had offered some training she or he felt was not that
beneficial. She or he added learning about the culture, as well as getting a better
understanding of what ELL s and their families experience, would likely be most
beneficial. A8 commented,
.. .1 don’t think we truly understand what it’s like to start learning a new language
and then go home where no one else is speaking it. Sometimes that creates some
interesting family dynamics. The parents are holding on to their culture and the
kids are moving on...
A14, in a similar light as A8, stated she or he thought learning about the different
cultural backgrounds and viewpoints would be important information for her or his staff
to learn. A4 also felt understanding the culture was an important piece of ELL staff
professional development; however, when she or he discussed this, she or he talked about
her or his experiences with another culture, not the population in her or his school.
Finally, A15 also indicated learning about the culture was an important piece and shared
her or his staff felt the best inservice they had was a month where the ELL teacher gave
the whole staff inservice about what ELL students are dealing with. A15 explained this
professional development experience in her or his school:

... I instituted a monthly professional development session where teachers came
during their prep period one day a month to do some PD. One month we did have
the ELL instructor present the PD. It was simply a conversation with the rest of
the staff about what these kids are up against and where they’re coming from and
what their backgrounds are and what they’ve learned and what they haven’t
learned and what their lives [are like] and so on. We could have easily done that
for three or four months. I always evaluate. I want to know how things went. On
my evaluations that year, that was far and away the best received PD session we
did all year. Hands down...
A6 approached using the ELL teacher for professional development from a
different angle and suggested professional development should focus on what the ELL
teacher can do to help the regular education teachers in the classroom. A6 stated,
An awareness of what it is, what it can provide, how it can be provided, how
teachers can partner with an ESL person to get it done. Those types of
professional development I think would be most helpful. Most teachers want to
know is what are you going to do for me to help me with this student. So those
would be the kinds of things that we would have to work with teachers on and to
have training to provide that.
A10 mentioned the importance of follow-up professional development and noted
she or he thought ELL professional development should be tied into overall training that
would benefit all students, not just specifically ELLs. When queried for additional
information regarding the amount of ELL inservice that her or his district had conducted,
A10 did not think the district had had any specific professional development related to
ELLs except for special education staff. An additional probe was asked by the
investigator if A10 would like to see more professional development in her or his district
regarding ELL needs. A 10 responded,
I think what we would have to do is, if we are going to have training, it should be
training that benefits all of our kids. If it includes ESL in some way, that’s fine...
A2 alluded to not having enough time or money to have professional development
on ELL needs and that there were much more pressing professional development issues
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in her or his school district. Al l , whose school had a low incidence of ELLs, thought
any kind of training would be appropriate, but at the same time had concerns that ELL
students may overwhelm his staff, especially new teachers. A11 was asked an additional
probe by the investigator, “How much professional development would you say has been
provided to your staff up to this point?” A11 replied,
For ESL? Very little.
Two administrators, A8 and A19, felt it would be beneficial to have teachers
trained on how a second language is acquired. For example, A8 remarked,
I don’t know that we’ve done enough training on what all is involved when
learning a new language because [the mainstream teachers are] not trained to do
that. They’re trained to teach the curriculum of their grade level. They’re not
trained to teach someone how to learn a new language.
Two other administrators (A20, A22) thought it would be beneficial for teachers
to learn what it must be like to be in the minority. A22 commented,
.. .1 think to be able to develop in teachers the ability to be empathetic about their
situation and to be able to relate to the student in a completely new environment
that’s very foreign, very, I wouldn’t say hostile, but in their eyes it might be. It
might be very different from what they’re used to. Not only just the language
barrier, but I think you mentioned that too in another question, but the cultural
piece is huge.. .1 think educating our teachers about the student’s situation and
them knowing what it’s like coming in to that and then educating them on really
what the process is to provide services to them would be probably a key...
After her or his initial response, A22, a large school administrator, was asked an
additional probe by the investigator, “Have you had any professional development on
how to meet the needs of ELL students yet?” A22 answered,
No. We have not. Not that I can point to. I shouldn’t say within the district. I
can speak for our school. I don’t know if the district has, but we have not.

One administrator, A5, noted the best professional development for staff
regarding ELL needs would be based on the “middle school philosophy.” Yet another,
A7, who had indicated her or his school did not have any ELL students yet, responded
she or he thought the teachers may need a “brief crash course” in learning the ELL
student’s language and how to translate that language. A7 replied,
For development, it possibly would be a—I don’t necessarily want to say a brief
crash course in that language, but that might be beneficial. Then at the same time,
I would just give the instructors some methods or procedures for going about any
translation. Some of it might come in a better form of the district purchasing a
computer program that will translate where the teacher can do their work on the
computer, write the notes in English, and then the computer would translate it to
the language of the limited English student.
Interview Question Eleven: Do you think mainstream teachers should adapt their
instruction to meet the needs of ELL students? If so, how?
Not surprisingly, many of the administrators felt that adaptations should be made
for ELLs in the mainstream classroom; however, very few indicated that this was
absolutely a must without hesitation (n=3). Five administrators indicated they were not
sure, five indicated they thought teachers had to or that they should, two indicated
teachers should just use “good teaching strategies” to meet the needs of everyone in the
regular education classroom, and two stated they did not think ESL students should get
any adaptations except under certain circumstances. One indicated this was a “loaded
question” (A 17) and stated modifications probably should be made, but the reality was
“you can only do so much.”
The three administrators (Al, A20, A23) who did not hesitate about whether or
not to adapt instruction for ELLs gave various reasons why modifications should be made

111

and how these modifications could be accomplished. A20 noted regular education
teachers should work closely with ELL teachers:
I absolutely do. There's no question. It's not even a glimmer of a question.
There cannot be a child sitting in a classroom—no matter what their background
or their differences—if they have a learning difference, it has to be
accommodated. What are ways that we can accommodate for our second
language learners? First of all, we can work very nicely with our ELL
staff—cooperating with them and growing with them, and taking those
suggestions to us, because that’s part of their training—how do I work with [a]
regular classroom teacher—use that ELL staff, allow them to help you as a
teacher.. .on some of the accommodations that are very appropriate.. .That’s what
our staff is there for—to make the teaching for teachers easier and the learning for
ELL children easier.
And, A23 felt regular education teachers should take ownership of the ELL student:
Definitely, they need to adapt. How they do that—I think they have to take
ownership for this student. There’s some incredible teachers out there that adjust
their curriculum. Some of them just say it’s an ESL student, give it to the ESL
teacher.. .1 think an example of secondary teachers who do an incredible job of
adjusting their curriculum are the family consumer science teachers. It’s really
hands-on. They get other students to help them. They really do a nice
job... Some don’t... Actually, CALLA kinds of academic language learning is
wonderful for all students, because students have to take their ownership to their
own learning...I think sometimes the older teachers are not as willing to bend to
do that.. .this was from Dr. Anne Walker—that teachers who have been teaching
four to five years are the ones that do a better job of doing adaptations than the
new teacher. There’s so much going on with a new teacher. The teachers who
have taught for awhile aren’t quite as willing maybe to adjust. That was in her
research she found.
Many of the administrators felt adaptations were necessary, but put it in more
generic terms that all student needs should be met. A4 stated they make adaptations for
“any child” when they “have to modify.” A15 felt adaptations, as well as alternative
assessments and differentiated instruction, were needed. She or he also suggested
teachers needed to take the information ELL students already know and help build on that
knowledge.

Numerous administrators suggested making adaptations for ELL students would
be similar to the way adaptations are made for special education and/or 504 students
(n=10). For instance, A3 noted,
Well, the ELL students would be like the IEP students—any students with special
needs have to have their curriculum adjusted or accommodations made.
A10 and A 14 both commented on how the regular education teachers in their
schools rely on the ESL coordinator or ELL teachers for guidance on what kinds of
modifications may be needed. A10 also alluded to the fact there are some teachers who
are more comfortable making adaptations than others and that placement of some ELLs is
difficult, especially if they come later in the school year, as at that point, ELL students
are simply added to classrooms where there are less students, not put in classrooms where
■‘teachers are comfortable” with ELL students or other students with learning differences.
A8, like A 14, felt the staff was making modifications to the best of their abilities,
but also indicated the need for more professional development for the staff to understand
how to modify content more effectively for ELLs. A8 insightfully remarked,
I think, yeah, I think they have to. There’s no question about that. I just think
that’s their obligation as a teacher. I think they do it to the best of their abilities.
It kinda goes back [to] that—how do you adapt for something that you don’t
really totally understand? You get lost in those assumptions of they can speak
and they can understand everything I’m saying; but you start talking about some
of that content area. The kids don’t know. I think they just need more
information on that before they can even begin to modify appropriately.
Like A8, A18 also felt the staff in her or his building would benefit from
professional development on how to make accommodations for ELLs. However, she or
he also noted it would be difficult to provide just ELL professional development for all
staff because “staff development money” was “very limited.”
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Two administrators, A4 and A7, stated they would not expect their teachers to
make modifications for ELLs, except under certain conditions. For example, A7 noted
all that should be expected of teachers would be to allow the ELL more time or to ask
more questions for interpretation or translation. Finally, A17 suggested making
adaptations for ELLs would be “nice” but, in reality, A17 was not sure how realistic this
was in the context of a regular education classroom. A17 expressed,
Kind of a loaded question, isn’t it? If you answer it “yes,” then you have to
explain how you would do it. Again, I think it’s a challenge. Would it be nice to
say “yes” we should adapt? Yeah. It would. What’s the reality of that? I’m
sitting in my upper grades 26/27 kids. How do I tell that teacher adapt for the 27
kids in there maybe six or seven different levels of math and reading and throw
another group in there? It’s tough. You’d like to say “yes,” but sometimes
there’s a reality, too, that you just, you can only do so much.
Summary of the Data Analysis for
Research Question Two
Interview data analysis from research question two suggested administrators had
little consensus when asked questions related to effective ELL programming and meeting
ELL student needs in their schools. When asked questions about what would be the most
effective type of ELL program to set up in their school, what kinds of professional
development would be needed to best meet ELL needs, and if regular education teachers
should adapt their instruction to meet ELL needs in the regular classroom, there was
uncertainty and a lack of agreement by many administrators as to how to best accomplish
these in their schools. Some administrators also openly admitted that they had very little
knowledge about how ELLs had been educated in the past in their schools and about
other ELL issues because they had not had any previous experience with ELLs. An
exception where there was consensus indicated administrators felt the two biggest

obstacles facing ELL programs in North Dakota were lack of money and lack of certified,
highly qualified ELL staff. In addition, although administrators appeared to hold ELL
teachers in high regard, there was a suggestion administrators’ expectations of what the
ELL teacher’s responsibilities were may lead to burnout and tension for the ELL teacher.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary and Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to explore administrators’ attitudes/perceptions and
knowledge base regarding the needs of ELL students/parents, ELL teachers, and regular
education teachers in small and large schools in North Dakota. The population for this
study consisted of 23 administrators, 7 from small school districts and 16 from large
school districts. These administrators were chosen to be a part of this study because they
all had an inservice teacher obtaining ELL endorsement from UND who participated in
the “New Prairie Voices” grant program at their schools during the 2002-03 school year.
In addition, a previous study conducted by Walker et al. (2004) that assessed ELL
teachers’ perceptions suggested that negative administrator attitudes may be creating
school climates that permeate the entire school and affect the way regular education
teachers perceived ELLs, ELL staff, and ELL parents. This study was conducted to
ascertain if there were, indeed, negative attitudes/perceptions held by administrators
either consciously or unconsciously. And, also to find out what administrators knew
about meeting ELL needs in their buildings, especially in light of the fact that this was a
relatively new phenomenon in many North Dakota schools across the state.

Research Question One: What are administrators’ attitudes/perceptions about ELL
students/parents, ELL teachers, and regular education teachers who work with ELL
students?
The following data are taken from responses to the seven interview questions
providing data pertinent to research question one. Based on interview question one that
asked if administrators felt the inservice teacher receiving UND ELL endorsement had
benefited their schools, a substantial majority of the administrators (65%) felt that their
school had benefited. Numerous commonly agreed on reasons were given for schools
benefiting, including the ELL teacher(s):
1. Providing direction and knowledge to the school staff in working with ELLs
and their families.
2. Providing inservice to regular education staff members on how to meet ELL
needs in the mainstream classroom.
3. Assisting in evaluating ELLs to determine if they qualified for ELL services.
4. Providing one-on-one instruction to ELLs.
5. Collaborating with special education staff in meeting ELL student needs.
6. Providing a greater awareness to regular education staff about ELL
programming needs.
7. Bringing in new ideas for staff.
8. Assisting the school in following state guidelines for ELLs.
It seems apparent that inservice teachers preparing to become ELL professionals
who had some knowledge of ELL needs were valued by administrators. It suggests a
very positive prospect for helping regular education teachers, administrators, and other

educational professionals in the school learn ways to deal with the challenge of children
needing to learn English and perhaps to learn other things as well.
Attitude/perception interview question five focused on ways each administrator's
school welcomed ELL students and embraced their culture(s). Although a few
administrators gave inspiring stories of how ELLs and their families were welcomed and
embraced throughout the school, little data suggested that administrators had set up
conditions in their schools for embracing ELLs and their culture in a school-wide context.
Some administrators seemed to recognize their schools needed to improve this process;
however, the data suggested there were administrators who actually saw ELL students
and their cultures as “barriers,” “challenges,” or “negatives” in their school/community,
as opposed to viewing ELLs in their schools/communities as a reason to celebrate
diversity and differences. The investigator found when analyzing this question that
teachers and administrators already burdened with the problems of adapting too many
other changes in their schools did not seem to uniformly welcome an additional academic
service or provision like the ELL issues and/or unfunded mandates by NCLB that were
being imposed. Perhaps it is unrealistic to expect faculty and administrators to “celebrate
diversity” in a context where that diversity introduces uninvited change and additional
work, even though it may be understood as necessary for the survival of the school and
their jobs.
Data from attitude/perception interview question eight indicated most
administrators felt the requirement for ELL students to take the NCLB standardized tests
was unfair for various reasons. The test being given in English and not being a good
measure of ELL student academic growth were prominent among unfair reasons. Several

administrators indicated concern that counting the ELL test scores may create conditions
for their schools to not meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) according to NCLB
guidelines. It seems that administrators believed the requirements of ELL programming
exacerbated the problems associated with requirements of NCLB which were already
perceived to be unrealistic requirements.
Besides many administrators indicating they felt the NCLB tests to be unfair, a
majority of the administrators (65%) indicated having little or no contact with DPI. Of
interest is the fact that most large school building level administrators had no DPI contact
and/or little knowledge regarding ELL funding and/or programming needs. In contrast, a
majority of the small school administrators not only had contact with DPI, but also felt
DPI was helpful in providing them with information. There was a strong suggestion from
the data that small school administrators had more contact with DPI because they were in
charge of the ELL program in their school and, therefore, had more knowledge about
ELL programming and funding needs.
Attitude/perception interview question twelve asked administrators how the
culture and way of living in the school and community would change as a result of the
increase in immigrants in the state. While some felt there would be no change, most
administrators indicated this change could be either positive or negative. Positive
responses focused on the benefits of learning about “different ethnic cultures,” providing
opportunities for people to be “more reflective,” and “hopefully, [gaining] a higher
tolerance for other people.” Responses focusing on problems or negatives noted
concerns with Hispanic ELL students separating from their Caucasian peers as they
reached puberty because of “attitude” changes and a possible lack of acceptance in the
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community if not bom and raised locally. Although one administrator did note planning
ahead for this kind of change would be important, it seemed, in general, that most
administrators were not aware or did not take into consideration how one change in the
school system and/or community, like the arrival of ELLs and their families, could affect
every other aspect of the system. Not being aware of and subsequently failing to prepare
for that change would likely lead to less than favorable outcomes for ELL students and
their families and perhaps for the entire school and community. While this situation is
unlikely to be an overtly negative attitude, the net result appears to have the same
practical effect.
Of all the attitude/perception questions, interview question thirteen generated the
most overtly stated negative administrator attitudes about ELLs and their families.
Administrators were asked what they felt was the responsibility of ELL students and their
families when they move to America and go to American schools. Two major
themes/patterns emerged: (a) ELL students and their families should learn the
expectations, rules, and policies that govern American schools and society; and (b) ELL
students/parents should learn English. Several administrators indicated they were
“frustrated” or felt it was “challenging” to deal with ELL parents because they did not
speak English, and some even alluded to ELL parents going further in America if they
would just learn English. Some administrators believed ELLs should retain their
heritage/culture and/or felt the ELL families needed more school and community support.
Numerous administrator perceptions, however, appeared to be not only unrealistic, but
also lacking in empathy and putting the total responsibility of following the
rules/expectations/policies and learning English squarely on the shoulders of the ELLs

and their parents with no regard for what the school and community could do to assist
with these issues. In addition, some administrators clearly did not have an in-depth
understanding of just how long it takes to acquire conversational English and even longer
for academic English or that many ELL parents would likely need assistance to
understand complex educational information about their children.
As with interview question thirteen, interview question fourteen, which asked if
administrators had any stories/anecdotes to share, generated both positive and negative
stories and/or anecdotes. On this particular question, additional probes were often
required to elicit information either because the administrators could not readily think of
anything or because they seemed reluctant to share. Interestingly, although most
administrators indicated their experiences with ELLs and their families were mostly
positive, there were more mixed combinations (n=8) of stories told than just positive
(n=5) or negative (n=6). This mixture of positive and negative stories/anecdotes may not
seem unusual; however, it was surprising to find that administrators, when pressed for
additional stories and/or information, had a tendency to generate more negative stories.
This pattern of response could be a result of the enculturation of American citizens, as the
news of the day reported in the mass media has a decidedly negative tone. It could,
however, be due to unconscious biases and/or hidden negative attitudes/perceptions that
did not come to the surface until the administrators were asked specific probes to try and
elicit more information.
In summary, the data generated from the attitude/perception interview questions
seemed to suggest a somewhat stronger trend toward negative than positive attitudes of
administrators regarding ELLs and their families. However, in general, it did not appear

that all of these negative attitudes or perceptions were intellectually or emotionally
recognized. Rather, many of these negative attitudes/perceptions appeared to be more
unintended in nature.
Research Question Two: What do administrators know about meeting the needs
of ELL students/parents, ELL teachers, and regular education teachers who work with
ELL students?
The following data are taken from responses to the seven interview questions
providing data pertinent to research question two. In general, questions used to ascertain
what administrators knew about meeting the needs of ELL students, parents, and staff
generated little consensus among administrators. For instance, interview question two
suggested there was an unsettling search by most administrators for ways to best meet the
educational needs of ELL students. A majority of the administrators felt a combination
of integration and some sort of pullout services would be the best way for ELLs to learn
in their schools; however, a plethora of other ideas were generated suggesting most
administrators were really not sure how to accomplish best instructional practices. It
seems apparent that administrators had little knowledge about ELL programming needs
and which type of program would work most effectively in their schools. This is not an
unexpected finding. Teacher and administrator preparation programs have not done
much to address the needs of non-English speakers until just recently. Further, there has
been much debate in the research literature over which ELL programs are the most
effective. Although the integration and pullout services appeared to be the most common
type of ELL programming in both the small and large schools in North Dakota, research

clearly does not support this approach as the most effective method for helping ELL
students “catch up” to their peers in learning English or content material.
However, it also would be virtually impossible to hire teachers to use one of the
most effective methods, teaching ELL students content using their native language, when
there are many different languages spoken in one school, which is the case in many of the
larger schools. Native speakers of many of the languages are often not available, except
other immigrants who are not yet proficient in English and who are not qualified
teachers. In addition, it appears ELL programming needs may need to be radically
different from one school to another. For example, in some schools, there appear to be
pockets of migrant Hispanic students moving in and out at varying times during the
school year. In some schools, there are large populations of Native American students.
In some of the larger schools, there has also been a large influx of new immigrant
students arriving from warring and other nations. Some of these arrive with and others
without an education. Further, there are some moving from one district to another after
their arrival.
Interview question three addressed how ELLs had been educated in the past.
Again, there was a variety of responses from administrators; however, the most common
response indicated most ELL programs initially started with some type of non-certifled
staff and eventually moved toward hiring endorsed ELL teachers, as is required by
NCLB. Some larger schools have also hired ELL coordinators to assist with ELL
funding and coordination of ELL services throughout the district. Some administrators
openly admitted not knowing how ELLs had been educated in the past and also had very
little knowledge of how the ELL program was funded or who was responsible for this
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funding (i.e., local, state, or federal). In addition, both small and large schools in North
Dakota have experienced a rapid influx of ELLs within the last 5-10 years, especially the
larger schools. Large school administrators also noted their ELL programs have evolved
rapidly as needs have increased and this has created new problems for the district. So, in
spite of the fact that North Dakota is a low incidence state, it appears there have been
significant changes that have occurred in the last decade that have put new demands on
administrators and school districts to develop ELL programs and hire endorsed ELL staff
to meet the requirements of NCLB, even though there is less funding available than in the
past (Walker & Rasmussen, 2003). In light of this, it is not surprising administrators
view NCLB negatively because neither the funding nor supports (e.g., adequate numbers
of highly qualified ELL staff, staff professional development) are in place to do the job of
educating ELLs effectively in North Dakota. Furthermore, NCLB mandates are not just
associated with ELL student academic progress. NCLB complaints are generalized
beyond the problems associated with ELL students and have placed added stress on
administrators to meet AYP for all students.
There was consensus on interview question four; a majority of administrators
indicated the two biggest obstacles to implementing an effective ELL program were lack
of money and/or lack of trained/qualified ELL staff. Administrators voiced concerns
about the state legislature not knowing enough about ELL needs in North Dakota, the
costs of hiring ELL staff for low incidence schools, finding and retaining high quality
ELL staff, and getting ELL parents more involved in their child’s education. Not
surprisingly, the issue of dealing with ELL parents came up again (e.g., trouble
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communicating with them in English and the perception of ELL parents taking advantage
of the system).
There was little consensus among administrators when asked what the job
responsibilities of the ELL teacher were in their schools. Many administrators
recognized that the role of the ELL teacher in their schools was very complex and
included many, if not all, of the tasks required of the regular education teacher and also
included many additional duties that were particular to the ELL role. The one
responsibility that received the greatest consensus was the ELL teacher collaborating
with the regular education teacher about ELL needs; however, numerous other job
responsibilities were mentioned. Although it appeared most administrators had the
utmost respect and viewed the ELL teacher in a very positive light, it seemed the
administrator’s belief that the ELL teacher could fulfill so many job responsibilities was
unrealistic and would likely create tension, overload, and burnout for the ELL teacher. It
also appeared that administrators relied quite heavily on the ELL teacher to take on a
leadership role with the rest of the staff regarding ELL needs rather than the administrator
doing this, even though most of these inservice teachers were still in the process of
getting their ELL endorsement at UND.
Interview question seven, focusing on what were the financial considerations of
educating ELL students, indicated a majority of the administrators in both small and large
schools felt additional money was needed to fund their ELL programs adequately.
Several large school administrators perceived they knew very little about the financial
programming or obligations of educating E LLs and noted this was dealt with by someone
else at the district office. A common trend in the large districts appeared to be a

funneling of the responsibilities for ELL programming and funding to an ELL
coordinator or director. It appears where the most resources were available, typically in
the larger schools, there was the least amount of knowledge about ELL
funding/programming by the building level administrator. Small school administrators,
on the other hand, seemed to be more “in the know” about ELL funding/programming
because they were the individuals in charge of the program and the funding. The
difference between the small school and large school administrators was, perhaps, an
issue of lack of effective communication channels in the larger schools and/or lack of
ownership on the part of the building level administrator. Either way, poor
communication or lack of ownership could be setting up dangerous precedents if other
stakeholders in the school or community misperceive the administrator’s lack of
communication or lack of ownership as a lack of investment in the ELL program.
It seems the large school administrators would have benefited from being more
active in the guiding and planning of the change process regarding ELLs. Hord et al.
(1987) found when the principal did not direct energy and activity toward change, the
central office was more likely to supply action. This is precisely what seemed to happen
in the large school administrators’ buildings. It appears knowledge about ELL
programming and funding would have given the administrators information about
deployment of resources, and about whether other resources might be forthcoming to
assist in addressing problems generated by having a new population of ELL students and
families in their school communities.
Interview question ten suggested administrators in both small and large schools
were not sure what types of professional development would be most beneficial to their

staff. Although both small and large school administrators agreed or believed their staff
would benefit from some type of professional development regarding ELL needs, many
noted their staff had very little staff development devoted to meeting ELL needs for all
staff members. With the influx of ELL students coming into North Dakota schools in the
last decade, it seems imperative some type of teacher education for preservice teachers
and professional development for inservice teachers should be implemented so
administrators and teachers are ready to deal with these unique students’ needs when they
do arrive in North Dakota schools.
Like interview question ten, there was a disparity of responses with interview
question eleven. Administrators were asked if regular education teachers should adapt
their instruction for ELLs and how this should be accomplished. Only three
administrators felt that adaptations were absolutely essential and another five thought
teachers should or “had” to make adaptations. Five originally stated they were not sure if
adaptations should be made. Several compared making adaptations for ELLs as being
similar to assisting special education students or those on 504 plans, and several indicated
the need for more professional development, but also noted problems with lack of time
and money. Two indicated “good teaching strategies” should be used for all students and
two felt adaptations should not be made unless under certain circumstances. One felt, in
theory, it was a great idea, but in reality, teachers could “only do so much” in a regular
classroom setting.
In summary, interview questions assessing administrator knowledge of ELL needs
in their schools seemed to suggest a majority of administrators lacked the necessary
knowledge to adequately prepare their schools for ELLs and their families. Data

suggested the need for a significant amount of professional development for both
administrators and regular education teachers to dispel misinformation and/or
misperceptions and to educate them about the needs and problems of ELL students and
their families. There was also a suggestion that to educate ELLs adequately, more money
and time would be needed, as well as increased numbers of highly qualified ELL teachers
in the state.
Limitations
One limitation of this study was the length of time it took to get the study
completed. The interviews were conducted over a year’s time and writing the actual
dissertation took an additional year due to family and work issues that interfered with the
dissertation process.
A limitation for the investigator was the initial selection of an appropriate analysis
strategy for dealing with the qualitative data gathered for the study. This, in the end,
proved beneficial, in that the investigator extended her knowledge of and capacity to
apply qualitative research methodology.
A less problematic limitation was that one interview had to be conducted at a site
other than the administrator’s school. This interview took place in a university library.
Discussion
Based on a summary of the interview data from attitude/perception questions, it
seems clear that most schools did benefit from having the inservice teacher obtaining
their ELL endorsement from UND. Perhaps the strongest benefit was the wealth of
knowledge these inservice teachers receiving their ELL endorsement brought to the
individual schools about how to meet ELL needs, as well as their willingness to share this

information with regular education teachers and administrators. According to the
literature review, strong university-school partnerships are needed to close the gap
between theory and practice (Uranga, 1995) and the UND “New Prairie Voices” program
appeared to be useful in helping to close that gap.
The data from attitude/perception interview question five show there is a need for
professional development, in light of the literature review that suggests the administration
and the community should celebrate the diversity that LEP children bring to the school
(Berube, 2002) and that supportive whole-school contexts are important for effectively
meeting ELLs’ needs (Rennie, 1993). In addition, Fullan (1991) suggests if the principal
does not lead changes in the culture of the school or if he or she leaves it up to others to
do the job (i.e., the ELL teacher and/or ELL coordinator), it is likely the change will not
take place and improvement will most likely not occur.
The administrators’ perceptions about the NCLB tests very much fit with the
literature review, which indicated NCLB’s approach to accountability is overly rigid and
likely to do more harm than good in the case of ELLs (Crawford, 2004). Echoing what
most administrators stated in their interviews, Crawford noted NCLB standardized tests
have unrealistic goals for student achievement and, thus, have set many schools with
higher incidences of ELLs up for failure. NEA also recently recommended that more
flexibility and reasonable rules are needed with NCLB standardized tests for assessing
ELL students and requested, since standardized tests are not available in the multitude of
languages spoken by ELLs, that each state should be given the option to exempt ELL
scores from Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) reports until these students have been in
the United States for three years (National Education Association, 2004). Thus, it

appears that this position of having a negative attitude on the part of North Dakota
administrators in the study may help lead to a positive outcome by helping NCLB
administrators to modify their ELL requirements to more appropriate standards.
Several implications arise for administrators having little contact with DPI. First
of all, if the administrators have little knowledge or contact with DPI, they will likely not
be able to determine if the resources they are getting are appropriate for their particular
schools or context. Secondly, it would be difficult for an administrator to be a support
person for ELL staff members and/or regular educators who have ELLs in their
classrooms when they have no knowledge themselves about ELL issues. Thirdly, too
much reliance in larger schools on the ELL coordinator/directors to handle ELL
funding/information appears to leave the building level administrators “out of the loop’'
and “in the dark” about important information that could assist the administrator in
making sure ELLs are getting their needs met adequately in their individual schools.
The district level administrator being “out of the loop” could be caused by lack of
effective communication within the district and/or lack if ownership on the part of the
building level administrator. If the problem is ineffective communication, Fullan (1991)
contends faulty communication can cause misinterpretation and misunderstanding about
the change being implemented and “the administrator who has adopted an innovation
without being aware of or interested in the implementation needs aggravates the
problem” (p. 199). If the problem is ownership, Berube (2002) states there has to be a
sense of responsibility or ownership from each stakeholder, including the administrator,
involved in the ELL students’ programming so that the ELL students and their needs are
not marginalized in the context of the school. In addition, the administrator’s lack of
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ownership in the ELL program and/or funding may also be misconstrued by other
stakeholders in the school as not being interested in the change initiative or reform and
this may be setting up a perception of lack of interest or importance by the school leader.
If the school leader does not show interest, Fullan (1991) states others within the school
will likely not change their behaviors/attitudes to meet the demands of the new change
because the leader has not developed a shared vision or made personal contact with all
the different stakeholders involved in the change.
It is suggested the coordinators and/or directors in the large schools should find
ways to include building level principals who directly administer ELL programs into the
information loop, including the information about ELL program funding. Further,
whatever communication system is established needs to furnish the information needed in
a timely fashion, and this information should be disseminated to other stakeholders who
are involved in the ELL students’ programming so there is a “shared vision” of how the
school can most effectively meet the needs of ELLs in that particular school.
According to the literature review, to deal effectively with change, especially
rapid change, like the rapid influx of ELLs in some North Dakota schools, administrators
need to plan ahead not to control the change, but to have more influence on how the
change affects the school and those in it (Fullan, 2001). However, very few
administrators mentioned having a plan for this type of change in their response. Some
even described “learning on the fly” because the change was so rapid. Furthermore, Hord
et al. (1987) suggest that those in charge of change can deal more effectively with change
if they recognize how to plan for it and lead the change themselves. Many of the
administrators in this study did not seem to know how to plan for this kind of change in

their schools, and several of the large school administrators willingly admitted to letting
others do the leading for them (e.g., the ELL teacher or ELL coordinator in the district).
In addition, Hord et al. (1987) identified characteristics of effective change
facilitation teams or when the principals, second and third change facilitators (i.e., ELL
coordinator, ELL teacher, regular education teachers, other school personnel who work
with ELLs), and external facilitators worked together. First, members of the team were
in continuous, informal contact with each other and with school staff. Second, each
member complemented the roles of the other change facilitators through sharing and
overlapping of assignments and all took responsibility for all functions. Third, each
member shared a common view of the goals of the school improvement project and there
was clarity and agreement about the objectives and directions for the change process.
Fourth, there was open planning, sharing, and discussing with all team members. Fifth,
planning, decisions, and actions were taken with the total improvement plan in mind.
Finally, collegiality was an inherent element in each of the other five characteristics.
Havelock’s Linkage model, as discussed in Lindquist (1978), that combines the
Rational Planning, Social Interaction, Human Problem-Solving, and Political approaches
may also be an effective change strategy for “intentional change” (p. 11) that may lead to
successful change efforts in regard to ELL program implementation. Havelock’s Linkage
model has seven essential ingredients that need to be in place for effective change efforts:
1. All stakeholders in the school, including administrators, faculty, students and
relevant outsiders should be well-linked to each other and to information
concerning problems and solutions;
2. There should be active openness and reaching out to new information and new
people across department and institutional boundaries;
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3. Change efforts should be well organized and there should be follow through
that could include research, planning, governance, and implementation
structures;
4. There should be able leadership, skilled facilitation, and adequate time and
materials;
5. Useful information and other change resources should be brought closer
together;
6. Change efforts at all stages should be rewarded; and
7. Change attempts should be “numerous, various, and redundant." (p. 11)
When looking at the complexity of the preceding multi-faceted change strategies
that are likely necessary for successful implementation of changes in today’s schools, it is
interesting that one administrator felt like the ELL change in her or his school would be a
rather “simple” thing to deal with, when in fact, Fullan (1991) notes, change is extremely
complex and one needs to have a healthy respect for how that change can affect every
aspect of the system. It involves changing the culture of the classroom, the school, the
district, and any other place that may be affected by that change, including the
community-at-large. Furthermore, Waters et al. (2003) suggest when the changes are not
consistent with past prevailing norms and values, which is likely the case when ELLs and
their families move into a district that has never had to deal with these kinds of issues, it
is more like a second order change that requires leaders to work much more deeply to
assess underlying values and norms of current staff and those in the community.
Administrators need to find out what other districts have done by going to workshops that
focus on ELLs, how to prepare for them in the school and make them feel welcome, and
how to provide ELL staff development to all teachers about how to best meet ELL needs.
Otherwise, change efforts will likely be poorly led and disjointed and may create more
problems than solutions for both the school and the ELL students and their families.
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Although some administrators felt the changes would be positive, some focused
on the negative aspects of change and perceived these changes as “barriers” or problems
rather than opportunities to improve the school culture and diversity. According to
change theory, administrators who focus on “solutions” rather than “problems” will likely
be the ones who provide the most effective programming for ELLs. These administrators
will equip themselves with the knowledge they need to make sure the ELLs are getting an
appropriate education and their families are being made to feel part of the school
community and community-at-large. If the schools do not effectively educate ELLs,
which is the fastest growing population in America, this could eventually result in
reducing our economic advantage globally and could create larger gaps between the rich
and the poor. Our schools cannot afford to inadequately educate ELLs—or there will
likely be “more children left behind,” as Crawford (2004) has purported in his literature
review.
In addition, some administrators seemed to have misperceptions about how long it
takes to learn English. As McLaughlin (1992) pointed out in his research, there do
appear to be misunderstandings among teachers and other professionals that once
children can speak conversational English or Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills
(BICS), they have mastered the language. On the contrary, ELL students will likely need
up to five to seven years or longer before they understand the more abstract, academic
types of English called Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency Skills or CALPS
(Baker, 2001; Lessow-Hurley, 2003). Furthermore, if the only English the parents are
exposed to is their children speaking English, there is a suggestion it may take even
longer for them to acquire the kinds of English skills needed to communicate effectively
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with administrators and other professionals in the school setting. To compound this
problem, some of these parents have no formal education themselves.
Another misperception of administrators was also noted in the Walker et al.
(2004) research. In that study, as in this one, some administrators compared today’s
refugees to immigrants who came to America in the late 1800s and early 1900s. Some
administrators also appeared to assume that some of these families were here by choice
when in fact some were not. Some ELL families came to the United States to escape war
conditions, some had lost everything they had, and some watched as immediate family
members and other relatives were killed.
Besides the two major themes in attitude/perception interview question thirteen,
there were other comments made by administrators that suggested ELLs and their
families should be willing to “assimilate into American culture” and not “snub” it if they
wanted to be accepted here and they should not “alienate themselves” or expect to be
treated differently just because they come from a different culture or ethnic background.
Some administrators noted having ELL parents who had tried to “work the system” or
“pulled the race card” and used this as an excuse when their children were disciplined by
the school. Interview question fourteen also generated negative stories about ELLs and
their families, as well as administrator frustration with communication issues related to
the parents not speaking English. According to the literature review, if administrators
have a tendency to focus more on negative than positive aspects of ELLs and their
families, it seems likely these negative attitudes could permeate the entire school
environment (Levine & Lezotte, 2001; Walker et al., 2004; Wrigley, 2000).
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Knowledge question data suggested many administrators appeared to lack the
knowledge they needed to develop effective ELL programs in their schools. This is not
surprising in light of the fact that having ELL students in many North Dakota schools is a
relatively new phenomenon. To address this problem, Clair and Adger (1999) and
Berube (2000) say that administrators and district leaders need to have a substantial
amount of knowledge about effective teachi ng practices for ELLs and should also be
knowledgeable about current trends in professional development. In addition,
administrators should “engage the entire staff in taking responsibility for the education of
ELLs, model collegial relationships with teachers and students, and participate actively in
the learning community of the school” (Clair & Adger, 1999, p. 3).
In addition, many of the large schools indicated having a diverse mixture of ELLs
arriving within the past 5-10 years from many different cultures and speaking numerous
languages, making ELL programming difficult. This information very much fit with the
literature review. Berube (2000) indicated ELL students in rural and smaller urban
schools like those found in North Dakota often have far greater challenges to overcome
because of the rapid growth of ELL numbers, lack of qualified ELL staff, no models from
which to develop effective ELL programs, and no formal policies to accommodate ELL
needs in the regular classroom.
Recommendations
Recommendations for Further Study
Based on the present study, the following recommendations for further study
appear to be warranted:
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1. It is recommended that further study be done to determine the way in which
inservice teachers obtaining their ELL endorsement at LIND worked with the
administrators and regular education teachers so this model could be further
enhanced and adopted by teacher preparation programs as a method to use in
helping bring the benefits of effective schools and of teacher effectiveness to
practicing teachers.
2. It is recommended that interview data from administrators in other low
incidence states be gathered to determine if there are similar/differing patterns
of response when compared to North Dakota administrators. These data could
then be used to improve professional development models for administrators
in these states so it is more specific to the needs of administrators in rural
areas and those that have large, heterogeneous populations of ELLs in their
schools like some of the larger districts in North Dakota.
3. It is recommended that interview data from ELL students and their parents be
gathered to determine their perceptions of acceptance and effectiveness of
American schools. A survey instrument could be developed to find out if
ELLs and their families have felt accepted and to find out if there are ways to
better meet their unique needs in North Dakota schools.
Recommendations for Action
The following recommendations should be considered for immediate
action—based on the current study:
1. It is recommended that professional development for administrators and
regular education teachers focuses on issues that surfaced in this dissertation.

such as information regarding how a second language acquisition is acquired
(e.g., how long it takes to acquire BICS and CALPS), some common
misperceptions and/or misconceptions of ELLs and their families, developing
more effective ways of communicating with ELL parents when they do not
speak English, and making administrators aware of what some of these
families may have gone through before they came and what it is like to
acculturate in a foreign country.
2. It is recommended that continued university-school partnerships like the
“New Prairie Voices” program UND already implemented be continued and
enhanced to provide continued training to inservice teachers working on their
ELL endorsement, as well as support for school administrators and regular
education teachers. As more ELL students and their families move into the
state of North Dakota, it will be important for schools to keep abreast of the
newest theories and research emerging from the field to ensure that the ELL
students in North Dakota are getting the highest quality education to prepare
them to be active wage-earning, participating citizens.
3. It is recommended that schools develop more effective ways of
communicating with ELL parents to remedy the problem of lack of ELL
parental involvement and the language barrier, such as hiring interpreters who
can act as liaisons between the parents and the schools and/or providing more
opportunities for ELL parents to learn English by forming school-community
partnerships that work together.

4. It is recommended that administrators be made aware change is occurring, and
at rapid rates, in some schools. To deal effectively with these changes, they
will need to plan ahead for dealing with the impact of ELL students and their
families moving into their schools/communities so there can be a positive
outcome for all stakeholders.
Recommendations for Policy
The following policy changes would be recommended based on the current study:
1. It is recommended that more changes are needed with the NCLB standardized
test guidelines for ELLs to make it an accurate and fair assessment of ELL
learning. These changes could include allowing more time before the reading
and math tests have to be taken and possible alternate, more authentic,
formative assessment methods in both reading and math that would better
demonstrate what ELLs know and show academic growth over time.
2. It is recommended that more resources will be needed to adequately address
the educational needs of ELLs in North Dakota. Schools need more money
allocated from the local, state, and federal levels; more qualified ELL
teachers; more intensive professional development for all staff members,
including administrators, regular education staff, ELL staff, special education
staff, and any other individuals who work with ELLs in the schools; and this
training needs to be intensive and ongoing.
3. It is recommended that in low incidence schools and/or low incidence states
like North Dakota where resources are scarce, more efficacious ways are
needed for schools to share financial costs of educating ELLs in all North
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Dakota schools (e.g., sharing certified ELL teachers and materials, sharing
professional development costs in educating all school staff, developing
multi-district and/or regional consortiums).
In conclusion. Walker et al. (2004) state in their research “that negative attitudes
are quick to develop but slow to change” (p. 156). With the influx of ELLs coming to
both small and large schools all over North Dakota and the increased demands already
placed on schools with NCLB high-stakes testing, it will be imperative for North Dakota
administrators, as the instructional leaders of the school, to prepare themselves and their
schools for ELLs and their families with a shared vision of how these changes could
enhance the learning environment and culture of the school for all stakeholders involved.
Administrators will also likely need to arm themselves and their staff with more
knowledge and interconnected, ongoing professional development for all staff about ELL
issues to make proactive changes to counteract the possible harmful effects that lack of
knowledge, misperceptions, and/or negative attitudes could bring to ELLs and their
families. Or, as Walker et al. (2004) prophetically warns, “For many English language
learners, change may come too late” (p. 156).
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APPENDIX
Administrator Interview
•

How do you feel your school has benefited from having (name of inservice
teacher obtaining ELL endorsement at UND) in the ELL Teacher Training
Program?

•

How do you feel ELL students will learn best in your school?

•

How has your district educated ELL students in the past?

•

What do you see as the biggest obstacles in implementing a quality ELL program
in your school/school district?

•

In what ways does your school welcome ELL students and embrace their culture?

•

What would be the job responsibilities of an ELL teacher in your school?

•

What are the financial considerations of educating an LEP/ELL student?

•

What are your feelings about NCLB and its requirements to give standardized
tests to all ELL students?

•

Please describe your relationship with the Department of Public Instruction in
terms of providing you with information and funding for educating English
Language Learners.

•

What information do you feel your staff most needs to help understand and
educate English Language Learners? What types of professional development
would you believe to be most beneficial?

•

Do you think mainstream teachers should adapt their instruction to meet the needs
of ELL students? If so, how?

•

How do you feel the culture and way of living in North Dakota will change as a
result of the increase in immigrants moving into the state?

•

What do you feel is the responsibility of ELL students and their families when
they move to America and go to American schools?

•

Do you have any stories or anecdotes to tell about how ELL students/families
have been received in your community or by the staff in your school?
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Consent Form for Administrators
You are invited to participate in an educational study conducted by Dr. Anne Walker of
the Department of Teaching and Learning at the University of North Dakota involving
the evaluation of the New Prairie Voices Graduate ESL Teacher Training Program and its
effects on improving English as a Second Language (ESL) education in North Dakota.
Your participation in this study will provide valuable feedback as we attempt to improve
both professional development in ESL education for teachers in North Dakota and
improve delivery of K-12 ESL services statewide.
Your views regarding the ESL professional development needs of your staff, as well as
your views and needs for establishing/improving English language development
programs in your school, will help our program better focus its teacher training and
outreach activities.
You will be asked to participate in one interview lasting approximately 30 minutes.
Interviews will be taped, transcribed without your name or any identification that could
identify you, your school, or district, and archived in electronic format (CD-ROM).
CD-ROMs will be kept in a locked and secure area in the Department of Teaching and
Learning at the University of North Dakota and will be destroyed in summer 2007. Once
transcribed and verified, all tapes will be erased. Only the investigator and project staff
will have access to the files. If the results of this study are submitted to a journal or
presented at a conference or association meeting, no identifiable information to you, your
school, or district will be used. Your signed consent form will be stored in a separate
location from the data, both secured and locked, in the Department of Teaching and
Learning and will likewise be destroyed in summer 2007.
Your decision to take part in this research study is entirely voluntary. You may decline
to be interviewed, or decline to answer specific questions. There is a minimal risk that
could result from this study. Strict safeguards will be followed to ensure full
confidentiality is maintained. You may withdraw from the study at any time prior to
publication of work.
Should you have any questions at any time about the nature of this study and the use of
your responses, please contact Dr. Anne Walker at (701) 777-3162 or Dr. Jill Shafer at
(701) 777-2513. If you have any other questions or concerns, please contact the Office of
Research and Program Development at (701) 777-4279.
I have read the above description of this research study. I have been informed of the risks
and benefits involved, and all my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.
Furthermore, I have been assured that any future questions I may have will also be
answered by a member of the research team. I voluntarily agree to take part in this study.
I will retain a copy of this consent form for my records.
Signature

Date
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